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vi INTRODUCTION 

tics which the lectutes have in common, and to 
suggest that they present in miniature a conspectus 
of die position which ethical inquiry has now estab- 
lished for itself amid the fluctuations and uncertain- 
ties of post-war thought. 

(<2) There is a general agreement that the problems 
of practical ethics demand a treatment at once more 
respectful and less cavalier than is meted out by those 
who say Tt ’s only the motive that matters’ ; or (alter- 
natively) Tt is impossible to generalize; everything 
depends upon the circumstances of the particular 
case’. As regards the first of these two ’methods of 
burking inquiry, no one, of course, is going to be so 
foolish as to deny that motives do matter, and matter 
intensely. But quite distinct from any conviction we 
have on the question of motives is the conviction 
that we can — and indeed must — discuss the question 
of ‘duties’, or obligations, as incurred by us in virtue 
of the situations in which from time to time we find 
ourselves placed, without reference to the motives 
from which we shall perform those duties if we do 
indeed perform them. The world of serious thought, 
in fact, is once more asking for an objective treatment 
of the problem of duty; and it is becoming more natural 
than it has been for some time past for writers on 
ethics to attempt to comply with the demand. 

In respect of the second aphorism, again, no one will 
be concerned to deny that an immediate duty in one 
specific set of circumstances will not necessarily be a 
duty at all in an entirely diflferent set of circumstances. 
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But this does not mean, as the aphorism suggests, 
that generalization is impossible and discussion (in 
consequence) futile. It stillremains possible to gene- 
ralize as to the sorts of circumstances which tend to 
impose particular duties upon us. Each set of circum- 
stances has indeed a uniqueness of its own, just as any 
individual animal or tree has; but in neither case is it 
a uniqueness which sets it in an exclusive ‘kind’ by 
itself, and exempts it from the operation of all the 
laws or principles which apply to other ‘kinds’. There 
is of course always the possibility that when we find 
ourselves in a particular set of circumstances we shall 
discover some factor which removes it from the ‘kind* 
to which we should antecedently have expected it to 
belong. But this does not mean that it now forms a 
‘kind’ of which it is the only representative, and 
which is thus incapable of being generalized, but 
merely that it has been transferred to another ‘kind’ 
to which general principles apply as before. 

(^) Again, the lecturers appear to agree that an 
exact understanding of circumstances is necessary 
before duties can be determined. The ‘personal ethics’ 
of the modern Englishman, for example, must reckon 
with the fact that the English educational system is 
dichotomized by the line which separates the ‘Public 
Schools’ from the other types of secondary school; 
they must reckon with the predominance and stability 
of the ‘middle classes’ in English society : and with the 
fact that industry and distribution in modem England 
are still organized on a capitalist basis. We may per- 
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haps wish that any or all of these things were not so; 
we may even be working for a revolution which shall 
put an end to them. But in the meantime we have to 
live with things and people as they are; and it is idle 
to say that we have no other duties than to hasten 
on the revolution — such a statement is meaningless 
when we have to decide how much to spend on a 
summer holiday, or where to have our children 
educated. Our duties are duties which oblige in the 
present state of society; for it is in that state that we 
have to live and act. 

But although our personal ethics arft to be the 
ethics of to-day and not of to-morrow, they must also 
avoid being a mere rechauffe of the ethics of yesterday. 
No doubt there are principles which are eternal and 
not transitory; each of the contributors to this book 
would probably agree that what he was attempting 
to do was to adapt the universal ideal of ‘Christian 
citizenship’ to the particular problem discussed by 
him as it appears under contemporary conditions. 
But the point is that the principle has to be so adapted 
if it is to be of any practical value; vague generaliza- 
tions and flamboyant rhetoric will not advance the 
cause of sober attention to the call of duty. 

(f) It will be noticed, further, that what the lec- 
turers mean by ‘personal’ ethics includes much which 
in earlier days might well have been called ‘public’ or 
‘social’ ethics. This implies that for the world of 
to-day the scope of personal responsibility has been 
enlarged to an almost unlimited extent. We shall all 



INTRODUCTION ix 

agree to regard this as a proper and welcome develop- 
ment in our ideas about conduct; and in any case 
it is probably inevitable wherever the general con- 
ditions of thought deserve to be called democratic — 
wherever, that is to say, they urge the individual to 
look on life with the eyes of a statesman, as though he 
might at any moment be called upon to direct the 
destinies of society. ‘If I were King’ is perhaps at 
best no more than the expression of a simple desire 
for power to redress wrongs from which the subject 
himself has suffered; but ‘If I were Prime Minister’ 
or ‘President of the Board of Education’ is a challenge 
to serious and responsible thought. So education, 
economics, nationalism, and the like become prob- 
lems about which it is the individual’s duty to think 
impartially; and as to which (so long as we enjoy our 
present relative freedom of speech, thought, and 
action in respect of these and similar matters) he has 
the possibility, and in consequence the duty, of influ- 
encing the trend of events however slightly in the 
direction of that ^ate of things which he believes 
ought to be realized. 

{d) Thus although the ethics of to-day must be 
the ethics of to-day and not of to-morrow, this is 
not to say that they are not largely concerned with 
to-morrow. ‘My duty to posterity^ has always been 
an accepted category of ethics; but our modem bio- 
logical methods of thought, with their insistence upon 
the importance of the race (often, it may be, even at 
the expense ot the 
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tional prominence in contemporary theory. To work 
for a revolution (which may be none the less a revolu- 
tion for being gradual and peaceful) whose fruits will 
not be gathered in the present generation, or perhaps 
for many generations to come, is no longer an 
optional coimsel of perfection; it has been adopted 
into the fibre of every serious man’s scheme of duties. 
For obvious reasons, this principle is less prominent 
in some of the lectures which follow than in others, 
but it is probably true to say that it is present to the 
minds of all the contributors alike. 

It is common knowledge that the philosophic 
thought of to-day is more actively concerned with the 
theory of ethics than it has been for some considerable 
time. The course of lectures here brought together 
and presented to the reader was devised as a symbol 
of a similar activity of thought about practical ethical 
problems. That such an activity is widespread cannot 
be denied. I do not suppose that those who have 
collaborated in this book would wish their lectures to 
be regarded as anything more than tentative contri- 
butions towards the discussion of problems whose 
difficulties are patent to aU. They would iudeed claim 
that the main positions, which they have individually 
adopted in respect of their particular subjects, are the 
result of serious consideration, but they would not 
profess to have followed out the corollaries of what 
they have written to the extent which would be neces- 
sitated by a formal treatise. Least of all would they 
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wish it to be thought that they had written in any 
dogmatic or doctrinaire spirit. They are inquirers, as 
are all other men of goodwill : and the present book 
is no more than a presentation of the first results of 
their inquiries. 

K. E. K. 




I. EDUCATION 

ty B. H. STREETER 

T he relation of Education to Ethics was a question 
much debated in the ancient Greek world. Plato’s 
Republic — a work whose artistry beguiles even those 
who have to ‘get it up’ for examination purposes — 
is to a large degree a treatise on this subject. And it 
is sufficiendy obvious that the production of such a 
work implies the existence of a public already inter- 
ested in the problem and trained by much previous 
debate to appreciate its issues. 

During the Middle Ages the debate ceased. Edu- 
cation, such as there was, was carried on in the monas- 
tery. Naturally it was assumed that Theology was 
Queen of the Sciences, and that the ethical values 
implied in the theology, and produced by the disci- 
pline, of the Church admitted of discussion only in 
points of detail. With the Renaissance discussion 
reawoke. 

The Renaissance was an ethical, even more than an 
intellectual, revolt from the Middle Ages; but since 
its inspiration was the ‘New Learning’, and its weapon 
the new education, it seemed on the continent of 
Europe to be primarily intellectual and aesthetic. 
But ethically it was a revolution in that it was a de- 
thronement of the ‘other- worldliness’ of the medieval 
outlook, and a reaffirmation of the value of know- 
ledge and art for their own sake. With this went a 
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reassettion of the claims of the individual and of the 
right to, and value of, an all-round self-development. 
The French Revolution was a further assertion of 
the freedom of the individual and his right to self- 
development, especially in the political and social 
sphere; and to the spread of the spirit of the Revolu- 
tion over Europe the career of Bismarck was the first 
serious check. In France itself — as more recently in 
Russia — ^the revolt was quite as much against the 
Church and its traditions as against monarchy and 
aristocratic rule. 

Thus it came to be more and more taken for 
granted on the continent of Europe that education 
(at any rate, what we call the Eligher Education) is 
primarily concerned with things intellectual and aes- 
thetic; and that its main function is the development 
of the individual and his capacities. In England, how- 
ever, this conception of education has never been 
dominant. It is often forgotten that educational 
development in England, quite as much as political 
development, has shown in essentials a marked con- 
trast to that of the continent of Europe. The English 
public school, and the college system at Oxford and 
Cambridge, differ from the corresponding stages of 
education on the Continent as much as do the British 
monarchy and parliamentary system from their 
counterparts elsewhere in Europe. Indeed they differ 
more; for political evolution on the Continent has 
often resulted from conscious attempts on a national 
scale to imitate the British constitution; but imitation 
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of English education has been attempted only spora- 
dically and by occasional individuals. 

The diflference between England and the Conti- 
nent in educational aim and method maybe attributed 
to four main causes : 

(1) The Renaissance and the Reformation came to 
England at the same time^ and as incidents in what 
may be called the period of national adolescence. 
You cannot separate the streams of influence repre- 
sented by the names of Raleigh and Drake, Shake- 
speare and Bacon, Cranmer, Colet, and the translators 
of the Bible. Every one of these is characteristically 
English; and they were all, so to speak, towing in the 
same boat. On the Continent, however, the Reforma- 
tion, so far from being an aspect of the Renaissance, 
was largely a reaction against it; and the lines of 
division which it produced cut right across those of 
nationality. 

(2) The political development of England from the 
time of Elizabeth has centred roimd the vindication 
of individual liberty on its political side. Political 
liberty was steadily achieved; but only as a result of a 
struggle sufficiently severe to preoccupy the national 
attention for centuries. What the Englishman fought 
for and achieved was free speech and freedom of the 
person; he was not specially interested in an educa- 
tional development which mainly stimulated free 
thought. In France it was otherwise. Among a vigo- 
rous people, liberty suppressed in one direction will 
break out in another; the counterpart of the political 
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system impersonated in Louis XIV was the cultural 

tradition which produced Voltaire. 

(3) The principle ctdus regio eius religio soimded ob- 
vious to the continental mind; its application could 
hardly be rigorous in an island where it would mean 
that the PCing must change his religion whenever he 
crossed the River Tweed. The fact that Scotland was 
Presb5Terian, combined with the tolerance and dis- 
like of cruelty native to the English temper, caused the 
penalty of nonconformity to be, not persecution of 
the continental type, but merely political disabilities. 
Persecution, if sufficiendy rigorous and^ persistent, 
may obliterate a religious minority; disabilities are 
more Ukely to stimulate and strengthen it. But a 
minority subject to political disabilities inevitably 
welcomes pohtical change. Thus in England the mere 
existence of nonconformity meant, more especially 
during the nineteenth century, that one of the most 
vigorous strains in the national religion was on the 
side of change, political and social. Christianity was 
associated with the fight for democracy as well as 
with resistance to it. In sharp contrast to this has been 
the position of religion in the national life of Aus- 
tria and France, and in the Protestant states of Ger- 
many, where ‘nonconformity’ has been a politically 
negligible factor. That is why on the Continent re- 
ligion in the popular mind is more or less identified 
with the support of the political status quo. There are 
grounds for the taunt that it is ‘the opiate of the 
people’. 
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(4) It has been pointed out that the four greater 
streams into which Western Christianity divided in the 
sixteenth century continue the influence, and repro- 
duce the spirit, of four notable personalities. Ignatius 
Loyola, the founder of the Jesuit Order, recreated 
the Roman Church of the Counter-Reformation. 
Luther impressed the t)rpe of mysticism, implied in 
his interpretation of the doctrine of Justification 
by Faith, on much of Germany and Scandinavia. 
Calvin gave to Protestantism a temper more crusa- 
ding — ^international, practical, and democratic. Cal- 
vinism influenced England, inside as well as outside 
the National Church; nevertheless the influence and 
the name which best typifies the spirit of the Church 
of England is that of Erasmus. Erasmus stood for 
what Matthew Arnold was later on to speak of as the 
fusion of Hebraism and Hellenism — ^the Hebraic ele- 
ment being predominantly the stress on conduct. 
Nonconformity also, here following the lead of Cal- 
vin, agreed with Anglicanism in stressing the ethical 
element in religion; whereas Romanism and Luther- 
anism alike, though in very diflerent ways, give 
greater weight to its mystical side. 

The result of this rehgious heritage on the English 
conception of education during the last hundred years 
cannot be overstated. The Hellenic or ‘latitudina- 
rian’ strain in the Anglican tradition made it both 
possible and natural for educational reformers like 
Arnold and Jowettto see in such reform a most prac- 
tical expression of religion. And, from the ethical 
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stress in English religion, it has followed that, where- 
as on the Continent it has been assumed that educa- 
tion is primarily concerned with the intellectual and 
aesthetic development of the individual, it has equally 
been taken for granted in England that character is 
its most essential element. The reform of the pubhc 
school system initiated by Thomas Arnold asserted 
this in the sphere of upper and middle-class education. 
Its acceptance in that of popular education is evi- 
denced by the fact that elementary education in Eng- 
land has so largely been carried on bj religious 
bodies assisted by state' funds. When seollar schools 
were started, there was unanimous insistence that re- 
ligion should be an element in the school curriculum 
— an insistence strong enough to survive the endless 
difficulties created by the wrangles of the Churches 
about the precise type of that rehgious instruction. 
A national conviction that character training is es- 
sential to sound education is the background against 
which the historian must study the long political 
struggles as to whether the Bible alone or the Bible 
plus the Church Catechism should be taught in the 
schools of the country. Only in a country where it 
was taken for granted that education is necessarily 
concerned with ethics would the public have tolerated 
so long the interminable quarrels as to the precise de- 
nominational flavour to be given along with the 
ethics. 

But the educational methods and ideals which 
flourished respectively in England and on the Con- 
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tinent at the end of the nineteenth centuty ate at 
the present moment challenged by two new potentia- 
lities. First, the disposition of the modem State to 
use education as a purely political instrument and its 
increasing power of doing so. Secondly, the possible 
exploitation of the results of the branch of study 
known as the New Psychology. 

The Pomr of the State. The first large-scale attempts 
in modem times to use education as a political instm- 
ment were made by Germany and by Japan. Bis- 
marck visualixed the political problem of the New 
German Empire as primarily twofold. First, there 
was the problem of cementing into a single nation a 
number of communities which for many centuries had 
been independent sovereign states, often at war with 
one another. Secondly, there was the problem of so 
organizing and directing the strength of this newly 
founded Empire that it might become, and remain 
permanently, the predominant military power in 
Europe. The system of education developed in Ger- 
many in the state schools — and practically all schools 
there were state schools — ^was one which quite con- 
sciously, and extremely effectively, tended to create 
the spirit of militarist nationalism. It fostered the 
virtues as well as the defects which go with that ideal. 
Its emotional focus was the inculcation of loyalty 
to an Imperial House — crowned with the halo of 
romance as successor to the glorious memories of 
Charlemagne. Not till the outbreak of the Great War 
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was it recognized outside Germany how largely this 
system had been successful in changing the temper o£ 
the people, or rather in difiusing over the whole 
Reich the typical virtues and defects of the Prussian 
character. 

A country which, at about the same period, found 
itself faced with a problem to some extent analogous 
was Japan. In the national sense Japan had no need 
to unify herself; but she had realized that national in- 
dependence could not be saved unless within a short 
period of years she could revolutionize her traditional 
culture by appropriating the knowledge and inven- 
tions of the West. To that end, quite definitely and 
with extreme thoroughness, her educational system 
was planned. This system resembled the German in 
the emphasis laid on loyalty to the throne. The in- 
credibly difficult task of passing from an immemorial 
native culture to one evolved by remote and alien races 
demanded an emotionally potent and augustly roman- 
tic motive power. The moral and emotional focus of 
the change was found in the restoration of political 
power to a House immemorially sacred. National in- 
dependence was threatened on the mainland by the 
military power of Russia and at sea by the naval 
powers of the Pacific. Thus in Japan as in Germany 
the educational system was purposely designed to 
extend and adapt to modem uses the fighting spirit 
of the Samurai caste, while diverting to the person 
of the Emperor the Samurai’s devotion to his feudal 
lord. 
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But of late yeats there has come into view a new and 
more sinister phase in the exploitation of educational 
possibilities for political ends. This is the result of the 
discovery made during the War of the political value 
of ‘propaganda’. It has been found that people’s 
opinions and actions can be directed by agencies of a 
quasi-educational character long after school years. 
Unlimited possibilities of this seem to be afforded by 
state control of the press, the wireless, and the cinema. 
This has led to a development in certain countries of 
what is really a form of adult education directed to 
definite political ends. By this I mean, not so much 
political ends in detail, as the creation in a people of 
that type of national ideal and national ethic which 
seems to the rulers for the time being to be politically 
desirable. 

The most thorough-going experiment of this kind is 
being tried in Russia. Here not only what ordinarily 
goes under the name of education, but the whole of 
the intellectual, literary, and aesthetic activities of 
the nation is entirely determined by the political creed 
of the ruling party; and the moral ideals inculcated 
are precisely and exclusively those which this party 
approves. 

Methods and aims essentially of the same kind ate 
being elaborated by Fascism in Italy and by the Ger- 
man Nazis. Both of these make a great parade of their 
hostility to Communism; but they fight it with its 
own weapons. Ifanything, they go farther than Com- 
munism in their frantic denial of the value of liberty. 
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and in their assertion of the right of a ruling faction 

to regiment news and opinion. 

The avowed object of these state-controlled sys- 
tems is to make a whole people so far as possible 
to think alike on all political and moral subjects. 
National docility would seem to be a prerequisite 
condition for the initial success of such a policy; and 
apparently enough of this exists in Italy where the 
Church, in Germany and Russia where Church and 
State alike, have for centuries made obedience the 
primary virtue. It may turn out to be ^rtunate for 
humanity that docility is a quality whichThe national 
traditions of England, France, and America have 
never tended to exalt. 

There is one point which specially concerns our- 
selves in Oxford to note. Pre-war experiments in pro- 
ducing or modifying national ethics and ideals by 
means of education were in the main confined to the 
schools; Communism, Fascism, and the Nazi move- 
ment avowedly and without disguise extend this sys- 
tem to the universities. From the standpoint of the 
educationalist this fact is one of the most formidable 
as well as the most deplorable in the modem world. 
Whatever else may be the merits of propaganda, it 
is not the expression of a disinterested love of truth. 
But education at the university level is a mockery 
unless it is inspired by the worship of truth. At 
the university level knowledge ceases to be know- 
ledge unless it is the expression of the spirit of 
research. And, except in the sphere of physical 
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science, research is impossible without liberty of 
opinion. 

Turn now to the ancient world. The ideal of edu- 
cation which was in general prevalent on the con- 
tinent of Europe from the Renaissance to the end of 
the nineteenth century was more or less consciously 
a revival under modern conditions of the spirit of the 
great age of Athens. It was an education which en- 
couraged the utmost freedom of thought and the 
development of the intellectual and aesthetic capa- 
city of the individual. On the other hand the ancient 
counterpart of Communist and Fascist education is to 
be found in Sparta — the extreme instance in antiquity 
of a lifelong education of the citizen to be merely an 
obedient unit in the state machine. It we try to read 
the lesson of history, we cannot but reflect that, with 
all its faults and failures, Athenian liberty left to the 
world a richer inheritance than has been left by any 
other state of the same size or in so short a time. What 
has Sparta left behind? Strong but fruitless, heroic 
but barren; her virtues availed to bring about the 
fall of Athens. The analogy is one which gives us 
pause. 

But we cannot understand or explain movements 
like Communism or Fascism, unless we recognize in 
them the moral basis, from which arises their strength 
and their wide measure of support by public opinion 
in the countries which they dominate. Their power 
is not merely due to political or economic contin- 
gencies, external and internal; it largely results from 
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the fact that for a century or more in these countries 
the emphasis in education has been mainly on aes- 
thetic and intellectual development — individualistic 
and self-centred. Against this kind of individualism 
Fascism, Nazism, and Communism are ethical and 
spiritual reactions. In the countries where they pre- 
vail the obscurantism — either political or intellectual 
or both — of the Churches had long ago produced 
a revolt from Christianity on the part alike of the 
intelligenzia and the artisan. Deprived of the moral 
inspiration of the old religion, yet dissatisfied with the 
alternative of a self-centred individualism* these have 
long been seeking for a dynamic ideal to save them 
from personal and national demoralization. Fascism 
and Communism have power, because they present 
such an ideal, and present it practically as a religion. 
‘God is dead’; but Italy is on the march. Religion is 
the opiate of the slave; but man is throwing off his 
chains. 

I do not behttle the extent to which these move- 
ments are the result of economic conditions, and of 
the political consequences of the Great War. But con- 
sidered as ideals — and it is as ideals that they have driv- 
ing power — ^they are largely a reaction against a too 
exclusively Athenian tradition in educational empha- 
sis, along with the association of Christianity either 
with intellectually impossible behefs or with poHtical 
conservatism. But that means that they are a reaction 
against something different from what has prevailed 
in this country. Just for that reason it is likely to be 
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the more difficult for either Communism or Fascism 
to take England by storm ; and therefore we may hope 
that in English education the great tradition of free 
thought and free speech may still continue. The Com- 
munist, the Fascist, and the Na2i have rediscovered 
the fact that intellectual cultivation apart from charac- 
ter development produces persons who are a burden 
to themselves and a disease to the community. In 
England that fact, most fortunately, does not require 
to be rediscovered; it has never been forgotten. The 
English school tradition has emphasi2ed just that 
conception of personal loyalty and of the duty of 
the individual to the community which are being 
re-emphasized by foreign movements to-day. Their 
re-emphasis is an over-emphasis, to the point of dis- 
tortion. For emphasis on esprit de corps and public 
service will produce a Spartan sterility unless it is on 
the basis of, and is accompanied by, an equally vigor- 
ous assertion of individual hberty and of the duty and 
virtue of self-reliance. 

But the Englishtradition has had two grave defects. 
First, the public school system was evolved to deal 
with the training of a limited class, a class which was 
in the past the ruling class in this country. Secondly, 
it neither aimed at, nor succeeded in developing on 
the intellectual side those characteristics of initiative 
and adventure which it had developed on the practical 
side. The first aim, then, of the educationalist in this 
country shoidd be to do for the intellectual side of 
public school education what Thomas Arnold did for 
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the moral and practical. The second aim should be, 
so far as possible, to make the common property of 
the nation an educational tradition, moral and intel- 
lectual, which must first be developed in the public 
schools. Such a tradition necessarily, for economic 
and other reasons, must originate in a limited class; 
but once created it can be indefinitely extended. J apan 
succeeded in making the virtues of the old Samurai 
caste the common property of the nation. Why should 
not England do the same for those of a reformed and 
widened public school system? 

The New Psychology. Next to the enhanced power 
and changing disposition of the state, the potentiali- 
ties of the New Psychology claim the attention of the 
modern educationalist. I can merely call attention to 
the existence of one of the problems raised by this 
study; and space does not permit me properly to 
develop even this. 

Homo animal rationale. No formula has come down 
to us with greater authority and iteration in academic 
tradition. True, the statement Man is a rational animal 
is one which facts do not always seem to bear out; 
but in past ages to point this out was to brand oneself 
a cynic. Nowadays, imder the influence of the New 
Psychology, fashion demands that we affirm precisely 
the opposite — ^to an extent which almost eliminates 
the claims of man to possess any rationality at all. 

Darwin taught us that biologically man is one of 
the higher mammals. Psychologists insist that this 
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generalization covers not only his physical structure, 
but also his apparatus of inherited instincts. But 
between man and other mammals there is one great 
difference : in the lower animals instinct is adjusted 
to environment so well that, if as occasion arises the 
a ni mal acts in the way which instinct prompts, such 
action is usually that best adapted to the welfare of the 
individual and still more of the species. A similar 
state of things no doubt existed with the animal an- 
cestors of man, perhaps even with his subhuman 
ancestors. But at a very early stage man began to 
complicate his environment by using tools, by build- 
ing houses, by sowing fields and otherwise planning 
for a distant future — ^thus necessarily accumulating 
property and organizing society, and so forth. Every 
further advance towards civilization means that the 
environment to which man must adjust himself be- 
comes more and more complicated. His environ- 
ment, therefore, becomes continually more unlike the 
environment with which his remote ancestors could 
cope by an almos^automatic reaction to stimulus in 
accordance with the immediate dictates of instinct. 
Thus every fresh advance in civilization widens the 
chasm between merely instinctive response to en- 
vironment and the kind of action which is best for 
the individual and for the species. 

This maladjustment of the instinctual organization 
of man to the demands of the artificial environment 
into which in civilized countries he is bom, explains — 
or at any rate partially explains — ^the phenomenon 
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known to our ancestors as Original Sin. The human 
race is in an unfortunate predicament. It has created 
civilization in order to live better; but the higher the 
civilization the greater the difficulty of living in it at 
all, or, at any rate, at all well. 

The primary task, then, of the educationalist (in so 
far as he is concerned with the training of character) is 
to assist the child and the adolescent to solve for them- 
selves this problem of original maladjustment. The 
New Psychology is equally averse to the Augustinian 
doctrine of Original Sin and to the theory of the ‘noble 
savage’, which was the eighteenth-centuty reaction 
against that doctrine. It would seem, then, equally 
to condemn educational methods based on either of 
those views. A method which, having wrongly dia- 
gnosed the disease as Original Sin, proceeds to treat 
it accordingly, will necessarily lead to bad results. But 
neither wiU you get the best results from an education 
based on the theory of an original perfection of human 
nature; for that in effect denies that there is any mal- 
adjustment to be overcome. On the Augustinian dia- 
gnosis it logically follows that the problem of moral 
education is primarily one of inhibition and the sup- 
pression of evil instincts. In medieval Oxford there 
was a degree of Master of Grammar which qualified 
for the post of teacher in schools controlled by the 
University. Office in the Middle Ages was normally 
conferred by transferring to its holder the instrument 
which best symbolized its essential nature — as the 
Crown to the King, the Keys to the Chancellor. On 
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this principle, when the degree of Master of Grammar 
was conferred, the recipient was handed a rod ; and he 
‘incepted’ (i.e. entered upon the rights of the degree) 
by flogging a boy ‘openlye in the Scolys’.* This con- 
ception of the essentials of educational method sur- 
vived till Victorian days; witness the story of the 
mother who said to the governess, ‘Go and see what 
Mary and Billy are doing ; and tell them they mustn’t’. 

Educational reform during the last forty years has 
been largely a reaction against this tradition. Some 
theorists have gone to the extent of eliminating from 
education the element of discipline. But such theories 
tmder-estimate the magnitude of the maladjustment 
to be overcome by the normal child and adolescent ; 
they fail to measure the width of the chasm which 
cannot but exist between instinctive animal reaction 
and moral behaviour in civilized society. Moral per- 
sonality is not given to man ready-made. Indeed the 
real nature of the problem becomes clear only if we 
ask why any solution at all is possible. Why is it that 
the human animabean be so trained that he becomes 
a possible member of a civilized society? Why are 
we not aU criminals ? 

The answer to this question lies in the single fact 
that of aU animals man is the most teachable . Most of the 
lower animals have some capacity for learning ; that 
is, they can be trained to a limited extent to react to 
stimuli in a way other than that prompted by native 

* H. Rashdall, Universities in the Middle Ages, vol. ii, pt. ii, 
p. 599. 
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instinct. Some animals are much more teachable than 
others ; a sheep-dog can be taught to carry out quite 
complicated orders, a monkey to perform elaborate 
tricks, and fame has been won by a ‘learned pig’. But 
man is immeasurably more teachable than any of 
these ; at any rate, some men are. This capacity for 
learning is generally explained by saying that he has 
greater intelligence. That is part of the explanation, 
perhaps the larger part ; but a part of the explanation 
only a little less important is the enhanced power pos- 
sessed by man of holding up the natural and immeiate 
instinctive reaction to stimulus, while he-reflects in 
which of several possible ways he will react to it, or 
whether he will inhibit action altogether. To take a 
commonplace example : I am sitting in a bus and a 
heavy man staggers in and treads upon my corn. To 
this particular stimulus the instinctive animal reaction 
is to stand up and hit the man on the jaw. But I have 
the power of inhibiting that instinctive reaction, while 
I reflect whether he did it on purpose, or perhaps 
because he was drunk, or merely because the bus 
lurched ; and having so reflected I shall probably be 
led — ^if not from motives of humanity, at least of pru- 
dence — to react to the stimulus in some other way ; or 
possibly even to inhibit speech and action altogether. 

I stress this obvious point because popular litera- 
ture has made a great deal of play with a misunder- 
standing of the true meaning of the technical term 
‘repression’ as it is used by psychologists. It is fre- 
quentlysupposed that psychology discountenances the 
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use of that capacity for inhibiting instinctive reactions 
which we commonly speak of as ‘self-control’. Life 
in a society is possible only if the members of it have 
some self-control. More than this, self-control is a 
primary condition of the development of a unified 
and coherent personality ; without it the individual is 
an emotional weathercock. Even a criminal must 
have some self-control, or he would never have ac- 
quired sufficient capacity for reasoned action to en- 
able him to commit a crime. 

‘Repression’, in the technical sense in which the 
word is used by psychologists, is a name given to 
experiences which present two essential features: 
(i) they happen in early life — ^mostly before the age 
of seven ; (ii) they are themselves forgotten, but, like 
an unhealthy tooth, they have become a source of a 
kind of poisoning of the system. ‘Repression’ in the 
technical psychological sense is an entirely different 
thing from self-control, that capacity of pulling one- 
self up to think before one acts, which is the first 
condition of the development of a stable personality. 

But though psychology does not condemn that 
conscious inhibition of instinctive reactions which is 
a necessary part of self-control, it has taught us that 
it is not psychologically sound to base an ethic on the 
inculcation of a purely negative self-control. Social 
life, even at the savage level, is impossible without 
some inhibition of instinctive response to stimulus; 
but that educational system is most successful which 
seeks to provide what is technically known as a 
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‘sublimation’ of the inhibited instinct. If the steam 
in a boiler has reached a certain amount of pressure 
before the time to start the engine, it finds its way out 
through the safety valve. Similarly, it is the business 
of the educationalist and of the sociologist to invent 
safety valves by means of which an instinct, when 
denied its animal expression, can find an alternative 
employment. 

Human personality, however, being a more com- 
plicated thing than a steam boiler, needs something 
more than a mere safety valve. In a weU-run school 
or a well-ordered society the spare energy^which at 
the animal level would exhaust itself in reproduction 
of the species, acquiring food or fighting enemies — 
will be re-directed, or ‘subUmated’, towards ends 
which are not merely harmless, but are also valuable 
for the life of the community and for the further 
development of the personality of the individual. 
Superfluous sex instinct may be sublimated into aes- 
thetic interests; superfluous combativeness may be 
expressed in games, which are beneficial for the phy- 
sical and moral development of the individual, or may 
be directed towards competitive excellence in activi- 
ties of a useful and constructive character ; and so on 
and so forth. 

Here again we find a notable difierence between the 
English and the continental practice, both in educa- 
tion and in the national conception of the nature and 
function of law. On the Continent, especially in the 
Roman Catholic and Lutheran tradition, the primary 
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virtue has always been obedience. In England, on the 
other hand, stress has been rather on the idea of the 
responsibility which goes with the possession of free- 
dom, This was especially emphasized in the public 
school ideal initiated by Arnold, where the moral 
motive in the last resort boUs down to noblesse oblige. 
Even obedience is subsumed under this motive, 
for reasonable obedience to a properly constituted 
authority is a thing which ‘a decent person’ will freely 
accord. 

The same thing is true of the English approach to 
the conception of law. I remember a German student 
who was in Oxford before the War telUng me of his 
surprise at the action of a policeman who stopped him 
riding a bicycle without a light after dusk. The police- 
man merely said to him, ‘Look here. Sir, you ought 
not to be doing this, you might run into some one. 
Just hght up.’ A German policeman would have felt 
that the law had been broken and must be vindicated. 
That is to say, whereas the English policeman thought 
of the law as a reasonable rule which a reasonable per- 
son, once it was pointed out to him, would obey, the 
German thought of it as an ideal principle whose 
majesty must be vindicated by punishment. 

In recent years self-expression has been a catchword 
which, for many, has almost acquired the odoxir of 
sanctity — ^in matters of art as well as in matters of 
ethics. In the doctrine of self-expression in the sphere 
of art, the Chinese had anticipated the West by eight 
hundred years. But they had the good sense to draw 
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the corollary that, if an essential element is self-expres- 
sion, then the value of a work of art must depend on 
the quality of the self of which it is the expression. In 
other words, self-expression is valuable, or the con- 
trary, according to the quality of the personality to be 
expressed. That the same thing holds in the case of 
ethics is a proposition that would seem to need no 
arguing. 

From the purely psychological point of view, the 
only type of self of which the expression is likely to 
be valuable is a self so developed that it has (so 
far as is possible) reached the point of Wercoming 
the original maladjustment between instinct and en- 
vironment, which is the original problem of character 
training. Life is conflict, and till life ends, conflict 
external to the self will necessarily continue. But in- 
ternal conflict is a thing which can be — at any rate 
approximately — resolved into a harmony; and the 
achievement of this internal harmony is the greatest 
asset of the individual in the external conflicts with 
which he will necessarily be faced. 

Now an ethic based on law, conceived of as some- 
thing externally enforced, is necessarily an ethic of 
inhibition, and, therefore, is one which must from 
its own nature provoke internal conflict, even though 
it results in a course of conduct which externally may 
seem stable and sane. Though of course the intensity 
of the internal conflict will vary with the extent to 
which the law is recognized as valuable; and it 
will also vary enormously with the vitality of the 
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individual and with details in his psychological 
history. 

It is in the light of this difference between the 
English and the continental mind that I understand 
the contention of Freud that morality is essentially 
a set of rules forced by society upon the unwilling 
individual. This conception might hold of children 
brought up in some English homes; but not in the 
majority, where good conduct is normally inculcated 
as somethiug which is reasonable or kind, and the 
moral motive is ‘Decent people behave so and so’, 
that is, noblesse oblige. Freud is by birth a Jew who in- 
herits the conception of religion as primarily law; he 
practises in a country where ethical tradition has been 
formed by the legalistic authoritarianism of the Roman 
Church and the political heritage of an autocratic 
government. The point then, which I wish to make, 
is that Freud’s conception is exactly that of another 
famous Jew — mean St. Paul, before he became a 
Christian. From the Epistles to the Romans and 
Galatians it is evident that to St. Paul the word ‘law’ 
implies a system of ethic, imposed from without upon 
a recalcitrant individual, albeit recognized by him as 
majestic in its claim to obedience. That was why, 
when he became a Christian, the change seemed to 
him to be primarily one of liberation — liberation from 
the dominance of that kind of external rule which the 
individual, though bound to reverence it, cannot but, 
in his inmost being, resent. 

To St. Paul the Gospel was ‘good news’ precisely 
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because it meant liberation from an ethic based upon 
inhibitions. For the reiterated ‘Thou shalt not’ of the 
Ten Commandments, there is substituted, ‘Thou shalt 
love thy neighbour as thyself’; but for him this was 
not merely the substitution of the positive precept ‘do 
good’ for the negative ‘don’t do harm’ ; it was also 
an ethic of self-expression. And it was this because 
the new self which now found its natural expression 
in loving its neighbour was no longer, like the old 
self, a bird in a cage, cribbed, cabined, and confined 
by inhibitory law; it was a self transformed and re- 
created by the inward appropriation oIF a new con- 
ception of God and a new relation of the self to God 
wWch made all men potentially ‘sons of God’. Thus 
‘Love God and love thy neighbour as thyself’ become 
no longer precepts of obedience, but the means of 
spontaneous self-expression. 



II. MARRIAGE 

Bj K, E. KIRK 

T he problem of marriage is a sub-division of the 
problem of sex. We may define it as the search 
for the best method of regulating the ordinary expres- 
sion of the sex-instinct in the interests of humanity as 
a whole. This ordinary expression of the sex-instinct 
is, of course, thematingofmanandwoman. Thatthere 
are other expressions of the instinct is self-evident; 
and many of these also can be directed so as to minister 
to the well-being of the race. The time is past when 
voluntary celibacy in all its forms came under universal 
condemnation in Protestant circles. It is recognized 
to-day that those who accept the monastic vocation 
with a pure desire to serve God and man to the best 
of their ability may well discover that the sex-instinct, 
so far from being repressed thereby and becoming a 
menace to personaUty, will find a new and sublimated 
channel of expression in sympathetic prayer or loving 
devotion to the needs of mankind. Others, again, 
find themselves debarred by domestic ties, by financial 
stringency, or other circumstances, from the sex-life 
to which matrimony has hitherto been the only door 
sanctioned by general civilized approval. In their 
case also, if the barriers are frankly accepted as in- 
superable, there is commonly no such psychical cata- 
strophe as would suggest that the pent-up or thwarted 
sex-instinct must have its revenge. Somehow or 
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other it finds sufficient and healthful outlet in this case 
as in the former one. So the woman who has sacri- 
ficed her youth to the care of aged parents can solace 
herself, when ‘freedom’ comes, by devotion to social 
service ; and even the neglected spinster, whose mater- 
nal sympathies go out to nothing more important 
than a parrot or a Pekinese, finds a relative tranquillity 
for herself, and does no great injury to society. 

These, however, are not what we have called the 
‘ordinary’ expressions of the sex-instinct. It is with 
the latter we are concerned — ^with that activity which 
a great authority classed among the foul: things ‘too 
wonderful’ for him — more aspiring than the way of 
an eagle in the air; more sinuous than the way of a 
serpent on a rock; more purposeful than the way of 
a ship in the midst of the sea — ^the way of a man with 
a maid. But in considering the problem here pre- 
sented to us we do not start /« A great tradition 
already holds the field, or has done so until very recent 
times. This is the tradition of Christian civilization, 
especially as it has operated in Europe, and so has 
affected the social and domestic outlook of Western 
nations. The tradition in question can easily be sum- 
marized. It holds that the best interests of humanity at 
large will be promoted if, in general, the only type of 
sex-union to which social approval is given is one set 
in the context of a deliberate and vohmXArj consortium 
of interests, goods, and family life, undertaken with 
all the solemnity of a public contract, and with the 
fullest possible intention of permanence on either 
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side. It is an obvious truth that neither legislation 
(whether ecclesiastical or civil), nor custom, nor con- 
vention can make any one moral. Nevertheless these 
influences do beyond question move the thoughts of 
men and women in the Erections to which they point ; 
hence it seems in the main appropriate (so the tradi- 
tion would say) that legislation, custom, and con- 
vention alike should refuse to approve any change of 
partners during the lifetime of a couple so united — 
should forbid, in fact, ‘remarriage after divorce’. 

It is recognized, of course, that these legislative 
articulations of the tradition have never been utterly 
merciless. Such a weakening of the consortium as is 
involved in what is nowadays known as ‘legal’ or 
‘judicial separation’ has always been treated as valid 
where the cause has been grave enough. In addition, 
Christendom both Eastern and Western has always 
admitted something not unlike divorce with the right 
of remarriage in specified types of case. But these 
mitigations of severity have been treated throughout 
as exceptions — and^indeed, undesirable exceptions — 
to the principle at stake. They have been necessitated 
by faulty social conditions and the ‘hardness of men’s 
hearts’. They are declensions from the ideal, to be kept 
in check as much as possible in a world which is very 
far from being made up of perfect men and women. 

The first step, therefore, is obviously to ask, ‘How 
has this tradition worked ?’ Here at once we meet 
with divergent judgements. It is convenient to give 
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each of them a name for purposes of reference; but 
we must be careful to avoid question-begging desig- 
nations. The names I choose, therefore, are chosen 
for convenience only; they are not intended at this 
stage to indicate either approval or disapproval. Let 
us say that we can distinguish three separate answers 
to the question we have put — ^the Realist, the Pessi- 
mist, and the Romanticist answer respectively. 

(i) The Realist answer to the question, ‘How has 
the general Christian tradition worked in the matter 
of sex?’ is quite definitely, ‘Not at all badly on the 
whole’. Civilization, the Realist says, mi^t have gone 
a good deal farther and fared a great deal worse. He 
recognizes, of course, that many marriages have been 
or are unhappy ones; that there is always the possi- 
bility of differences of opinion and taste, of jealousies 
and petty quarrels; of those breakfast-table amenities 
which lend colour to the hope that the Recording 
Angel does not come on duty before nine o’clock in 
the morning. Nevertheless, he says, the unhappy 
marriages are not sufficient in number to warrant 
an5rthing so violent as the abohtion of the traditional 
system and the introduction of a new and altogether 
imtried one. Many of the marriages which are admit- 
tedly failures can be dealt with by one or other of 
the safety valves to which we have alluded; in the re- 
maining cases we must ask the unfortunate persons 
concerned to be content with such mitigations as are 
possible, and for the rest to steel themselves to suffer 
for the good of society as a whole. 
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(2) The Pessimist view is the (Itfect opposite of 
that which we have called the RealisB^^veying thd 
whole field of human marriage, the Pes^fflfrtwi^d^ 
that he cannot call to mind any institution which has 
been less successful in achieving its purpose. He 
magnifies every occasion of dispute, however trivial, 
between the spouses, until it becomes a veritable 
casus belli ; he scents irremediable tragedy behind even 
those unions which offer the most convincing out- 
ward appearance of marital happiness. This univer- 
sal unhappiness of the married he attributes to all kinds 
of causes — ^incompatibility of temper, ili health, un- 
punctuality, slovenliness, indifferent household man- 
agement and catering and cooking by the wife, 
miserliness in domestic expenditure by the husband, 
and so forth. Yet he does not consciously plead for 
the inauguration of a new system. In principle he 
stands by the tradition. He would all marriages 
to be lifelong, but so long as men and women are 
what they are he sees little hope of maintaining this 
view in practice.'HIonsequently, he pleads for an 
almost indefinite extension of the safety valves, and 
insists that cheap and easy divorce on a scale approxi- 
mating to that in force in some states of the American 
Union is the only solution for our difficulties. 

(3) TheRomanticist(who,curiouslyenough, claims 
also to speak as a psychologist) agrees neither with 
the Realist nor the Pessimist. The former, he claims, 
has failed to recognize the symptoms; the latter has 
given a false diagnosis of the disease. The present 
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system, he holds, is indeed profoundly unsatisfactory 
— so xinsatisfactory, in short, that nothing less than a 
revolution will suffice to put matters right. But its 
unsatisfactoriness cannot be traced to those minor 
causes of rupture which the Pessimist has enumerated. 
The root of the difficulty is sex, and no solution which 
fails to grasp this truth will be more than a superficial 
palliative. Sex, the Romanticist says, is a clamant and 
masterful instinct; it must have its way; and the 
tragedy of modern marriage is that only rarely does 
it represent the mating of a couple harmoniously 
sexed. When the one is passionate, the other is cold 
and listless ; when the one is sensitive and shrinking, 
the other is rough and boisterous. The root cause of 
matrimonial unhappiness, therefore, is ‘sexual mal- 
adjustment’. 

We must pause for a moment to notice the extra- 
ordinarily elusive character of the evidence on which 
these very different conclusions are based. In Eng- 
land it is garnered by observation and experience 
alone; in America it is reached by the questionnaire 
method in addition. A series of inquiries, for ex- 
ample, will be addressed to ‘a group of one himdred 
and sixteen imhappily married women’, ‘asking them 
to give the reasons for their unhappiness’; and, even 
where the results scarcely bear out the principle which 
the inquirer is hoping to establish, it is always possible 
for him to say that the witnesses were ‘imable accu- 
rately to diagnose their psychological reactions’,* and 
* Cp. J. P. Lichtenberger, Divorce, pp. 382, 383. 
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then to give his own diagnosis unttammelled even by 
the very statistics to which he has appealed. With 
methods such as these, it will be evident, an interesting 
variety of conclusions can be reached. 

The real point at issue, however, is not the empirical 
question ‘What percentage of marriages imder the 
existing system can be called “happy”, or “satisfac- 
tory”, or “socially beneficial” ?’ On the available evi- 
dence it would be impossible to maintain that any 
answer to this question could be relied upon as even 
approximately true to the facts. The real problem is 
a deeper one. It puts the question, ‘What is the psy- 
chological importance of sex in relation to human 
conduct?’ TWs would appear at first sight to be a 
question capable of scientific investigation, as the 
other is not; but even here we notice that the accu- 
racy of the answer depends upon the correct assemb- 
ling of the evidence, and, the evidence being the same as 
before, it remains as elusive as ever. No doubt the 
psychologist will say that he has an abundant array of 
facts on which to b^e his conclusion; but once again 
we may inquire whether sufficient weight has been 
attached to the overwhelming number of marriages 
which (just because they are relatively ‘happy’) never 
come under his notice. Fortunately for our purpose, 
however, we shall find it unnecessary to enter upon 
any discussion of this point. We may content our- 
selves by noticing the degree to which the diflferent 
answers diverge. 

To the Redist and the Pessimist alike, sex is a 
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normal biological instinct, not differing very greatly 
from any other instinct. It has periods of intense and 
it may be prolonged activity, during which it can easily 
achieve a marked dominance over the other instincts. 
Happily for the human race, however, it has other 
periods when it is relatively dormant, and makes little 
if any claim for satisfaction. Above all, it may be 
described as a robust or virile instinct : in the ordinary 
man or woman it can within limits be checked, 
thwarted, disciplined, without any grave fear of seri- 
ous consequences. This, the Realist say^, is the reason 
why the Christian tradition has on the whole worked 
well. The tradition does indeed demand a consider- 
able limitation of the sex-instinct, but the instinct is 
capable of standing the strain. So no harm is done by 
the demand for chastity outside marriage, and self- 
control within; whilst the good resulting in other 
ways from a monogamous system is obvious. And 
though the Pessimist, of course, does not associate 
himself with this cheerful estimate of the Christian 
tradition as a whole, he does at least claim that the 
view of sex just indicated corroborates, and in its turn 
is corroborated by, the fact that there are very many 
other causes of unhappy marriages beside ‘sexual mal- 
adjustment’. 

The Romantic view, however, though it commonly 
appeals for support to the most modem and advanced 
psychological theories, is really a throwback to earlier 
times — ^the times of the troubadours, for example, or 
of the Greek erotic novelists, or even of Sappho. On 
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this view, sex stands virtually alone among the in- 
stincts, both by reason of its urgency, and by reason 
of its sensitiveness. The latter characteristic is the 
more important of the two. The urgency of sexual 
desires would not in itself present mankind with a 
problem sui generis \ but such a problem is created by 
theit supposed sensitiveness. For we are now told 
that, so far from the instinct being ‘robust* and ‘virile’, 
it is the most delicate of machines, and needs the most 
expert handling. Maltreat or abuse it to the slightest 
degree (and by maltreating and abusing the Romanti- 
cist means what ordinary men would call ‘self-con- 
trol’) and the result may be too terrible to contem- 
plate. From the cradle to the grave — so runs this 
most popular of psychological creeds — man is above 
all else a creature of sex; and if his particular sex- 
conditionings are not properly satisfied we have no 
reason to be either shocked or surprised at any abnor- 
malities that may ensue. 

Clearly, if this is the truth about the psychology of 
sex, we have the'r&ost cogent a priori grounds for 
arguing that the Christian tradition must be adjudged 
a failure. For any system which demands such con- 
stant and consistent discipline of the sex-instinct as 
does that tradition is so unsound that all the observed 
miseries of married life can reasonably be set down to 
its account; and if at fii;^t sight we cannot observe as 
many of these miseries as so unnatural a system seems 
bound to produce, we may fairly assume that there 
are in fact innumerable cases which have only failed 
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to come to light because of the natural reluctance of 
men and women to reveal their most intimate troubles 
to the world at large. But, fortunately, as we have 
already observed, it is unnecessary to go into this 
vexed question of evidence. For not only wiU it 
appear that the Romanticist’s proposals for solving 
the problem suffer from all the defects of which he 
accuses the Christian tradition. We may go farther, 
and assert that he imports into his solution conditions 
which would make a satisfactory issue utterly impos- 
sible. Judged on the ground of mere self-consistency, 
the Romanticist’s palliatives are impotent to secure 
their purpose — ^they transcend the limits within which 
alone he allows a solution to be looked for, as frankly 
as does (in his opinion) the conservative tradition 
itself. 

What, then, does the Romanticist ask? Let it be 
clear at once that our concern is not with those who 
either by literary insinuation or by active propaganda 
plead for complete promiscuity in matters of sex. Nor 
are we concerned with proposals which could only be 
realized after the entire social framework had been 
refashioned on a completely new model. We con- 
fine ourselves to the published views of writers who, 
whilst profoundly dissatisfied with things as they are, 
and deeply imbued with the new psychology of sex, 
put forward their proposals with a genuine sense of 
responsibility as practical and constructive measures 
which might well be adopted here and now to ease 
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what they conceive to be the existing tension. And 
from the outset it becomes apparent that on three 
points at least the Romanticist solution (within the 
limits which such responsible writers themselves set 
for it) speaks with the same voice as tradition : 

(1) First of all, it frowns upon anything akin to 
promiscuity, hbertinism, or mere sexual adventur- 
ousness. The new sex-relationships which it seeks to 
introduce form a system; and it would have this 
system at once recognized and controlled by society, 
with the sanction of general disapproval, if not of 
penal legislation, held in reserve for use against those 
who overstep its bounds. Thus, though it may claim 
that the discipline of the sex-instinct which it seeks 
to impose is less frankly uncongenial than that of 
the Christian code, it remains a discipline none 
the less; and those who find their ideal in complete 
and undisciplined licence will never be at home 
with it. 

(2) In the second place, it puts a premium on 
parenthood where-possible. Quite why this is so it 
is difficult to discover. The ‘new morality’ to which 
the Romantic school adheres is a morality of happi- 
ness rather than of duty; and it does not as a rule 
advocate the responsibility of nurturing, clothing, 
educating, and providing for a family as one of the 
most obvious routes to individual enjoyment. There 
is always, therefore, a certain reticence or elusiveness 
in the argument at this point; we are almost led to 
suspect that a l in k in the chain has been omitted (with 
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the hope that the omission will go unperceived) be- 
cause of some exceptional incongruity which its frank 
recognition would bring to light. But we are entitled 
to press for an answer. Why, we may ask, should the 
Romanticist, after emancipating himself from so many 
of the shibboleths of traditional ethics, stiU wish to 
prohibit what the old-fashioned morahst used to call 
‘race-suicide’ ? Is it that, despite all his modernism, 
he is StiU under the influence of that naive nineteenth- 
century creed which regarded the ‘maintenance of the 
population’ as a duty laid upon society by some mystic 
principle of Evolution ? Or are we to credit him with 
a pathological craving for seeing mankind in the mass 
— a phobia of a world so empty that the exhUarating 
spectacles of a European war, a Bank Holiday mob 
at a London terminus, or the myriads of football 
enthusiasts at Wembley or at Twickenham, would 
never again be possible? It is for the Romanticist 
to say on what grotmds he shrinks from any alliance 
with those more casual minds which would taste aU 
the pleasures of sex without incurring the penalty (as 
it seems to them) of a famUy. 

Nevertheless, we may perhaps be allowed to pre- 
sent him with an argument which he himself is curi- 
ously slow to use. The old prophet, when he pre- 
dicted the glories of the restored Jerusalem that was 
to be, put as its crowning beauty the promise that ‘the 
streets of the city shall be full of boys and girls playing 
in the streets thereof’. Here is an ideal whose force 
none but the most hardened and cynical of worldlings 
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will deny. The ptospect of a world without children 
— a world progressively deprived, or depriving itself, 
of the innocent joys, laughter, and enthusiasms of a 
younger generation, continually pressing forward to 
be, not merely an embarrassment, but far more a tonic 
and a solace to the middle-aged and elderly — ^is a 
prospect which very few would care to face with 
equanimity. And if this is so, then none but the most 
narrowly anti-social of egotists can deny that for the 
well-being of society as a whole, if not also for his own 
personal happiness, it is incumbent on him, in plan- 
ning out what may be called his sex-life, to include the 
procreation of children and the responsibilities of 
parenthood as duties falling within its scope. This is 
not by any means to say that a return to the almost un- 
restricted child-bearing of the Victorian era is right or 
desirable under modem conditions — that is a wholly 
different question. It is merely to assert, as part of the 
s ober Romanticist creed, that the irresponsible though 
determined attempt of the profligate (whether male 
or female) to enjoy^e pleasures of sex whilst exclud- 
ing all possibility of parenthood, is a crime against 
society. 

(3) The third point on which Romanticism agrees 
with the Christian tradition is that, once parenthood 
has supervened upon mating, the care of the children 
becomes the paramount duty of both parents. This 
means that, unless and until the whole framework of 
Western civilization is revolutionized, the normal 
family in which there are children must conform to 
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the ideal of a permanent monogamous household, at 
all events untU the children have been laxinched upon 
their independent careers. For, short of a univer- 
salized system of State mating and breeding, under 
which the Government would take over the entire 
charge of infants from the moment of birth, it is 
agreed that the family unit must remain in being; and 
that for this to be possible monogamy and perman- 
ence must still be the rule. ‘My own view’, wrote Mr. 
Bertrand Russell on one occasion, ‘is that the state 
and the law should take no notice of sexual relations 
apart from children But when once thire are chil- 

dren, I think that divorce should be avoided except for 
a very grave cause. ... A home with two parents is best 
for children. I do not feel that the main thing in mar- 
riage is the feeling of the parents for each other; the 
main thing is co-operation in beating children.’^ ‘The 
normal environment of children,’ says another writer, 
‘and that best adapted to their training and to the most 
successful adjustment of their behaviour reactions to 
their social group in the interests of good citizenship, 
is the happy well-ordered home, in which both parents 
co-operate helpfully to further these desirable ends.’^ 
Such ‘happy well-ordered homes’, we may add, are far 
more likely to be maintained under a system which, 
by refusing to the parents the opportunity of divorce 
on grounds of trivial disagreement or of a passing 
desire for another and more attractive alliance, instils 

* Quoted in W. Lippmann, Preface to Morals, p. 299. 

* J. P. Lichtenberger, Divorce, p. 139. 
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in them the conviction that their duty is to make the 
best of the existing marriage, and subordinate their 
own interests to those of the children. 

To put this creed in a nutshell we may say that 
Romanticism follows tradition at all events to the 
extent of insisting (i) that mere sexual promiscuity is 
wholly to be deplored and condemned ; (ii) that every 
healthy male and female in society should regard it as 
a prima facie duty at some period in his or her life to 
aim at parenthood; and (iii) that, where parenthood 
has been achieved, parents must maintain a relatively 
stable monogamous partnership, at all events until 
the children have been launched upon their careers, 
since otherwise the household will disintegrate with 
consequences unfavourable to the upbringing of the 
yoxmger generation. 

As a first comment upon this view, and before we 
proceed to notice the points at which Romanticism 
differs from tradition, we may observe that it demands 
of the individual a very high degree of self-discipline 
in the matter of sexr^ Even if he is not a parent he must 
not regard himself as at liberty to indulge in haphazard 
sexual intercourse; he is to remember that he is a man 
and not a beast. Further, he is called upon to consider 
seriously the duty of maintaining the race; and if he 
embarks upon this task (as normally he would seem 
required to do), and in the course of nature is rewarded 
with success, he must then for a period of perhaps 
twenty years put an even greater restraint upon any 
wayward tendency he may have to exchange his part- 
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net fot another and more alluring one. If we remem- 
ber that Romanticism claims a basis in psychology, 
and particularly in that psychology which regards the 
yoke of Christian monogamy as too severe for the 
sexual impulses of the normal man or woman, we 
may well ask whether even the mitigations allowed 
by this new system are sufficient to eliminate the dan- 
gers of inhibition and repression which we are told 
attend every serious restraint of sex. Certainly the 
libertine will not think so; the compromise offered 
him by the Romantic will prove little more attractive 
than the rigour of the Christian code. Tlfis is a serious 
criticism : for a compromise which satisfies none but 
a tiny minority is a poor substitute for a system which, 
whatever its defects, has at all events proved a very re- 
markable influence for good in the progress of civili- 
zation, social stability, and good manners. 

But we have not so far considered the positive de- 
mands of the ‘new morality’ in the matter of sex. They 
may be summarized under two headings ; and it will 
simplify matters if from this stage forward we use the 
word ‘marriage’ (without qualifying adjective) for any 
sex-union undertaken with the hope of offspring. Ex- 
pressed in terms of this usage, the Romantic demands 
are as follows : 

(i) That so long as a ‘marriage’ (though undertaken 
with the hope of children) proves childless, or (where 
children have been bom) when they no longer need 
their parents’ care and oversight, the partners to a 
union shall have the right to divorce on the easiest 
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possible grounds, with (of course) the right of enter- 
ing into new unions. 

(ii) That adolescents who for good reason (as, for 
example, lack of means or of continuous employment) 
would be unwise as yet to undertake the responsi- 
bilities of parenthood, should in the meantime be 
allowed a considerable degree of liberty in ‘sex ex- 
perimentation’ (often called ‘companionate’ or ‘trial 
marriage’), with the use of ‘scientific methods of 
birth control’ to avoid the procreation of children; 
it being understood that while, on the one hand, any 
such childless ‘companionate marriage’ could be dis- 
solved on easy terms at will, the parties to it should, 
on the other hand, exhibit due fidelity to one another 
during its continuance, so as to avoid the danger 
of its degenerating into a mere cloak for promis- 
cuity. 

Once more we notice, in this second demand, the 
recognition that a greater degree of self-discipline in 
sex is necessary than the profligate would ever be will- 
ing to exercise ov^ himself. It is unnecessary to re- 
peat the obvious criticism made only a few paragraphs 
ago; what is mote important, at the present stage, is 
to notice that this fact endows the proposals under 
consideration with a sobriety which should at least 
win for them respectful attention. The ill-founded 
outburst of criticism which has so often greeted the 
very mention of ‘companionate marriage’, since J udge 
Lindsey first gave the phrase currency, is in large part 
due to complete and culpable failure to recognize that 
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the proposals associated with the words are an attempt 
to cure the actual evils of the day — ^the wanton, pagan, 
and widespread playing with sex-impulse by adoles- 
cents of which Judge Lindsey believed himself to 
have convincing proof — ^by inaugurating a regime of 
relative self-discipline, and not a signal and manifest 
triumph of cynical immoralism over all the canons 
of modesty and decency. We may disapprove of the 
proposals in question as much as we wish — ^we may find 
overwhelming reasons for regarding them as wholly 
impracticable, whether praiseworthy 05 the reverse; 
but there is no doubt whatever that the motives which 
lie behind them are such as every serious-minded per- 
son must commend. They are at all events a genuine 
attempt to solve a difficult problem, not a cutting of 
the Gordian knot. 

What is to be said then of these two Romanticist 
demands ? Let us take the question of divorce first 
of all. Here in general, divorce with the right of re- 
marriage, as distinct from judicial separation, appears 
to be denied to all but childless couples (or those 
whose children have reached maturity) except per- 
haps for very grave cause. This is Earl Russell’s view, 
and he adds explicitly : T should not regard physical 
infidelity as a very grave cause’* — ^thus introducing a 
limitation more severe than any recognized by the 
English Courts of to-day. Such a solution can satisfy 
no one ; indeed it stultifies itself. One of the primary 
* Quoted by Lippmann, p. 298. 



MARRIAGE 4? 

aims of the Romanticist is to stimulate parenthood. 
Parenthood has its joys, but it has its cares as well; 
and it is notorious that many couples are already so 
afraid of these cares that they prefer to remain child- 
less. The married couple with a family of children, 
they say, is unduly handicapped in the search for hap- 
piness. But the Romanticist proposes to handicap 
them even further. Hitherto, we may say, the public 
conscience has demanded the payment of a price for 
sexual experience (the price, namely, of entering upon 
a lifelong tie); whilst a further price (that of parental 
cares) must be paid by those whose union issues in 
children. But the Romanticist now proposes, in effect, 
to make sexual experience free to all; and to demand 
both prices of those, and only those, who accept the 
responsibility of parenthood which he urges upon 
them. The result will inevitably be to stimulate that 
tendency to childless unions which he himself de- 
plores. In this, as in everything else, it is of course 
the case that those who take their duties seriously will 
always be at a disadvantage as compared with those 
who do not; and the task of the wise legislator is so 
to adjust the balance as to induce the irresponsible 
to listen to the call of duty by penalizing them if they 
will not do so. But the Romanticist is taking the 
opposite course. He would allow those who refuse 
the obligation of parenthood an additional advan- 
tage (as it will seem to them) which they do not at 
present possess — the advantage, namely, of a free- 
dom to transfer their affections to new partners at 
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will; whilst at the same time he introduces no mitiga- 
tion for those who accept the vocation of parenthood. 
The Christian tradition will agree with him whole- 
heartedly in this latter particular; but as regards the 
former it will say, with justice, that he is proposing 
a course disastrous not only to traditional ideals, but 
to his own as well. 

Thus, if extended facilities for divorce are to be 
allowed at all they must be allowed to all — there must 
be no unequal discrimination in favour of the child- 
less. Here we find ourselves face to face with the 
Pessimist once more; but we come to miet him with 
certain principles in our possession of which our study 
of Romanticism has made us aware. 

The first is that, in any marriage which has resulted 
in children, fh welfare of the children is the consideration 
of primary importance \ the second that, in general, this 
welfare will best be promoted where facilities for divorce 
are restricted as much as possible. The welfare of the 
children demands that wherever possible parents shall 
adjust such difficulties and disagreements (whether 
great or small) as may arise between them, in order 
to maintain the integrity of the family unit; and obvi- 
ously the best stimulus towards such adjustment, in 
the case of the ordinary man and woman, will be the 
knowledge that no other way of escape lies open. The 
welfare of the children, again, demands that neither 
parent should allow his or her interest to stray away 
from the family unit with a view to forming a new 
alliance elsewhere; and this end will be best secured 
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if it is known that society will not tolerate any such 
change of alliance. 

The conclusion is obvious. However much we 
may sympathize with hard cases, and whatever excep- 
tional expedients we may allow for mitigating their 
worst severities, the general well-being of the nation’s 
childhood demands a reinforcement rather than a re- 
laxation of the ideal of the permanent monogamous 
household; and only those who think more of satis- 
fying the selfish interests of the adult than of maintain- 
ing that healthy family atmosphere which is essential 
to the true happiness and development of the child 
can seriously advocate any other view. All marriages 
must be treated alike, the childless with the fertile. 
In the case of the latter, it is vital for the children’s sake 
that grounds of divorce should be refused in all but 
the most extreme circumstances ; the same principle 
therefore must be observed in the case of the former. 

The case for ‘companionate’ or ‘trial marriage’, with 
deliberate intent touvoid parenthood at all events for 
the time being, and with the right to divorce at will so long 
as there are no children, is obviously no more than a plea 
that concubinage should be generally recognized as 
unobjectionable for the young, as a temporary outlet 
for their sex-life until they reach an economic position 
in which parenthood will not be incompatible with 
prudence, and discover a partner with whom a life- 
long marriage will not be intolerable. The sensuous 
and rhetorical language in which this plea is so often 
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couched need not concern us, nor need we (for our 
present purposes) do more than glance at the horror 
which it is bound to excite in any one who has the 
Christian view of sex in reverence. The gist of any 
criticism to which such proposals are subjected may 
well be that once more the Romanticist is trying to 
combine two contradictory purposes, and that once 
more he has signally failed. 

I have pointed out elsewhere^ that the view of 
marriage which includes parenthood within its scope, 
and (where parenthood is achieved) makes the chil- 
dren’s well-being the primary responsibility of father 
and mother, is essentially one in which the sex-life is 
regarded as a vocation. On the other hand, any view 
which tolerates sexual intercourse in which the possi- 
bility of offspring is prohibited is a view which treats 
the sex-life, if not as that mere sale and purchase of 
favours which we call prostitution, at all events as 
a recreation. Nothing in this distinction prevents us 
from saying that the happiest marriages combine both 
aspects, and are at once recreative (that is, sources of 
continual joy to the parents) and vocational. But it 
remains true of sex as of anything else, that the more 
it is treated exclusively as a means of recreation the 
more difficult it will be to regard it at a later stage as 
a vocation. This is the principle which the Romanti- 
cist ignores. For a period of ten or fifteen years from 
adolescence he will permit, and indeed encourage, the 
yotmg man or young woman to regard sex as purely 
* Marriage and Divorce, pp. 112-121. 
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recreative; thereafter he demands of them that (if eco- 
nomic conditions allow) they shall embark upon the 
responsibility of parenthood, and subordinate their 
sex-instinct for the next twenty or twenty-five years 
wholly to the vocation of bringing up their children 
in the harmonious atmosphere of a monogamous 
household. And obviously such a complete volte face 
is more than human nature can endure, especially if 
sex is the ravenous instinct which the Romanticists 
affirm it to be. 

The truth of this criticism may be made clear by a 
very simple analogy. Consider a child brought up in 
a house full of books. He is told, no doubt, that in 
fifteen years’ time he will have to treat the books seri- 
ously, read them, and master their contents. But in 
the meantime he is at liberty to do with them as he 
will : to use them as bricks for building, as missiles for 
hurling, as make-believe boats to float in his bath; to 
tear out their pages to be folded into paper darts or 
hats or aeroplanes. It seems unlikely that such a re- 
gime carried out^cbntinuously and uninterruptedly 
for many years during the most formative period of 
life will fit a child for assuming in due course the 
responsibilities, let us say, of Bodley’s librarian. His 
ingrained conviction that books ate no more than 
toys would be too strong even for the sobering influ- 
ences of his new position. Or, if this instance is 
thought to be too imaginative, we may take an ex- 
ample from actual life. For four hundred years or so 
the ‘white’ races have learnt to treat the ‘coloured’ 
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races as their toys — as ‘lesser breeds without the law’, 
possessed of only the sketchiest of rights — ^as some- 
thing litde better than animals, to be enslaved, ex- 
ploited, or exterminated as may be most convenient. 
We are alive now to the fatally un-Christian character 
of any such view; but contemporary history is not 
lacking in evidence which proves how difficult the 
white races find it to assimilate the obvious truth that 
colour has nothing to do with rights, and that all men 
are equal in the sight of God. The older view has sunk 
too deeply into the grain. ‘Once a toy ^ways a toy’ 
seems, in fact, to be the rule of the world; and to treat 
sex as a game is the least reasonable way of preparing 
for treating it as a vocation. The battle of Waterloo 
may have been won on the playing fields of Eton, but 
the carpet knights of companionatemarriagewillshow 
themselves poor soldiers when they face the stem 
demands of parenthood. 

In the matter of divorce it is conceivable, at least, 
that a compromise between the Romantic and the 
Christian tradition might be discovered which would 
not be unworkable. Their aims, after aU, are identical ; 
even the Romantic hopes that every companionate 
marriage will turn into a real marriage in time, and 
so will conform to the monogamous pattern. And 
the Christian, for his part, recognizes that divorce 
legislation, whether ecclesiastical or civil, is a means 
and not an end ; so that if some relaxation of the exist- 
ing code could be shown to offer good hope of foster- 
ing the acceptance of the Christian ideal throughout 
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society, no objection could be raised in principle. 
Severity is not always the surest method of securing 
conformity; and the vmcompromising translation of 
a principle into a legal enactment sometimes alienates 
moremindsthanitreconciles. Butinthematterof com- 
panionate marriage the two points of view involved 
are manifestly incompatible; and our main criticism 
of the Romanticist is that, so far from seeing this, he 
regards the transition from the one to the other, when 
circumstances call for it, as the easiest process imagin- 
able. To such a view experience opposes an abso- 
lute non possumus. On this head we must say that the 
Romanticist proposes to us a compromise which is 
frankly preposterous. There can be no half-way house 
between frank libertinism and the Christian view of 
sex. The system which the Romanticist favours is no 
more than an idle day-dream belonging at best to that 
amoral and fantastic world of the Comedy of Man- 
ners for which Charles Lamb has said all that can be 
said, but condemned by its own inherent inconsis- 
tencies to immediate and utter failure the moment 
any attempt be made to put it into practice. 
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III. PATRIOTISM 


ty JOHN P. R. MAUD 

W HAT is patriotism? Dr. Johnson defines the 
patriot in his dictionary as ‘one whose ruling 
passion is the love of his country’ ; and Boswell says of 
a pamphlet which Johnson wrote, that ‘it contained 
an admirable display of the properties of a real patriot, 
in the original and genuine sense : — a sincere, steady, 
rational, and imbiased friend to the interests and 
prosperity of his King and country’. However, in 
the dictionary Johnson has added a quotation from 
Addison which might have struck him as implying 
a rather different conception of patriotism from his 
own: 

The firm patriot there. 

Who made the welfare of mankind his care. 

On the basis of these quotations we can say that the 
ethical problem involved in patriotism is the problem 
of how the man whose ruHng passion is a love of his 
country can be so rational and unbiased a friend to 
his country’s interests, that he makes not only the 
welfare of his country but the welfare of mankind his 
care; in other words, how the citken of one nation 
can love other nations as he loves his own. There are, 
in fact, two aspects of this problem, the internal and 
the external (we may call them) : my duty towards my 
neighbour in my own country, and my duty towards 
my neighbour in other coimtries. But the problem is 
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a single one, and neither aspect can be properly con- 
sidered except as complementary to the other. Burke’s 
words have here a certain relevance : ‘It is therefore 
our business carefully to cultivate in our minds, to 
rear to the most perfect vigour and maturity, every 
sort of generous and honest feeling that belongs to 
our nature. To bring the dispositions that are lovely 
in private life into the service and conduct of the com- 
mon-wealth; so to be patriots as not to forget we are 
gentlemen.’* 

Many people would say that this is frankly impos- 
sible; that to love my country as a patriot I must 
suppress all the generous and honest feelings which 
prompt me to consider the welfare of men in other 
countries than my own; and that therefore there is no 
ethical problem involved in patriotism except that of 
behaving justly towards my own covmtrymen. Other 
people would argue from the same premiss that the 
ethical problem of patriotism is so simple as not to 
need argument; my plain duty is to refuse the claim 
of my coimtry point-blank, since to allow that claim 
means necessarily to fail in my duty to all the neigh- 
bours who happen not to live in my own country. In 
order to decide whether one or other of these assump- 
tions ought to be made, something must first be said 
in answer to the general question: What conception 
of the nature and purpose of man ought we to have, 
when we consider men and nations as they are in 
twentieth-century Europe? 

• Thoughts on the Cause of tlx "Present Discontents. 
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Men are unique individuals; at any given moment 
each man is to some extent self-conscious, wanting 
certain things in a certain order of preference, and 
having a certain power of satisfying those wants, a 
power limited partly by the inherited and acquired 
capabilities of the individual, partly by his environ- 
ment. But at the same time men are mutually in need 
of one another; and though all have something in 
common, divergences of want, capacity, and environ- 
ment account for the fact that men are found every- 
where in groups, which have come into existence, 
and continue, for innumerable reasons stid in every 
variety of form. Fanulies, cities, nations, federa- 
tions, economic and social classes, political parties, 
churches, colleges, and clubs, are all the result of man’s 
social character. Moreover, owing to the nature of 
some of their wants, men are constantly found in a 
state of conflict, both as individuals and as groups. 

The assumption which a moral philosopher has to 
make is that there are certain capacities which the 
individual ought to develop, and a certain relationship 
to his neighbour in which he ought to stand. It fol- 
lows then that a man has certain duties as a member of 
each group to which he belongs, and that each group 
can therefore be said to have a duty. It is no doubt 
true that men are even less likely to be what they 
ought to be, or do what they ought to do, as members 
of a group than as individuals. But if it be assumed 
that men as individuals have specific duties of their 
own, then as members of a group they must also 
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have duties. Man’s duty as the citizen of a state is a 
duty of this kind, though in certain respects, as will 
be seen later, different from any other kind of duty. 
The moral philosopher must assume that men as 
members of political groups, whether local, national, 
federal, or imperial, have duties, just as they have in 
respect of their membership of other groups; and he 
can therefore say that all these political groups have 
their own peculiar duties, which ou^t to determine 
their nature and actions. Whenever (for instance) a 
conflict arises between groups within a state or be- 
tween two states, it ou^t to be decided according to 
some principle of justice, and not by a simple trial 
of strength by the conflicting parties. The patriot 
then has a duty on all such occasions, to bring it 
about, so far as he can, that the principle of justice 
relevant to the particular circumstances shall be 
discovered and acted upon. 

But the question remains, are international dis- 
putes capable of resolution on just principles, so long 
as the existing organization (and lack of organiza- 
tion) of the world and the nation-state remains un- 
changed? Must the patriot who genuinely desires 
the discovery and doing of justice in the world do 
his best to forget his patriotism and induce other 
people to forget theirs ? The answer depends partly 
on our conception of the nature of justice and partly 
on our view of the actual state of the world to-day. 
And our conception of justice — of the principle (that 
is to say) on which society ought to be organized. 
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and on which incidentally disputes ought to be de- 
cided — depends ultimately on the assumptions we 
make concerning man’s potentialities and the end 
which he ought to seek. We may sum up the 
assumptions that we intend to make by saying, first, 
that man has a will which is capable of freedom and 
is not necessarily the slave of the economic, social, 
or political environment; and, secondly, that man 
is capable of distinguishing among various possible 
courses of action the one which he ou^t to follow 
— that is to say, of recognizing his duty, whether or 
not he wants to do it. Thirdly, his ultimate ideal is 
to want to do what he ought to do : as the Christian 
says, ‘to love the thing which Thou commandest 
and desire that which Thou dost promise’. Only in 
so far as he achieves this identification of the will 
as it is with the will as it ought to be can he enjoy 
fullness of life. 

Fourthly, the nature of the good life is such that 
each man’s duty as an individual is complementary 
to his neighbour’s : it can, in fact, be described as the 
duty of loving his neighbour as himself; and there is 
no human creature, in any part of the world, who may 
not come into relationship with him as a neighbour. 
When a man wills as he ought, he wills a whole which 
includes his own interest and the interest of all men. 
It perhaps invariably happens that at this, andall other 
stages of history which precede the realization of the 
ideal, even a perfectly good man would find that what 
might be called his personal interest, conceived in 
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terms of what he wants y must be sacrificed; but this 
sacrifice can be freely willed, as being the only way 
in which under the circumstances the good life can 
be Lived to the full. 

Fifthly, if groups were as they ought to be and 
acted as they ought to act, there would similarly be 
no possibility of conflict. This, on the face of it, is a 
bolder assumption than the last; for, it may be said, 
‘we have had experience of one man sacrificing him- 
self freely for his friends, and we know that where 
relationships are personal it is quite possible that no 
conflicts of interest will arise. But the relationship 
of group to group is impersonal; not only has there 
never been a recorded occasion on which a group 
voluntarily surrendered any part of its own interest, 
but in the nature of things such an event could never 
happen; for a group exists to get something done, 
and if it sacrificed its interest it would thereby fail in 
its purpose; on the other hand, the individual who 
sacrifices his interest may be said to succeed in the 
purpose he has as^Tiuman person.’ 

But the fact surely is that no group is more than 
one aspect of the men and women who are its mem- 
bers. The purpose of some groups is no doubt such 
that what the groups ought to do is to cease to exist; 
but there seems to be no a priori reason why a group 
should not be such that its purpose is to serve, in 
some particular way, the common purpose of human- 
ity. A group of this kind would find on certain occa- 
sions that its duty was to sacrifice some part of what 
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previously it had conceived to be the object of its 
existence, just as the individual constantly finds that 
his duty is to make a sacrifice; and to do this would 
not be the ‘death’ of the group, but the realization of 
its proper purpose. When states, which have hitherto 
been sovereign within their respective territories, de- 
cide to form a federation and relinquish some part of 
their local sovereignty in consequence, they may be 
acting under what they imagine to be the compulsion 
of circumstances, but their action nevertheless sug- 
gests the possibility that even national groups can 
modify their separate purposes and resi^ certain of 
their privileges, for the sake of a larger purpose which 
they choose to pursue in common, without ceasing 
to exist as individual states. But whether or not an 
act worthy of the name of voluntary sacrifice has ever 
been performed by a group, the assumption must be 
made that groups have a duty to make sacrifices under 
certain circumstances, and that it ought to be the 
purpose of every group to seek its particular end not 
as an end in itself but as part of that larger end which 
is the proper object of aU human endeavour. 

It follows from these assumptions that if people, 
as individuals and as members of groups, did as 
they ought, they would agree, and the groups would 
agree, about the common end which all in their 
various ways were seeking, and no one would be 
compelled against his will either to do or abstain 
from any course of action. On the other hand, it 
does not follow that each man’s tastes or capacities 
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would be the same;* nor that groups, with particular 
interests and characteristics, would cease to exist; 
nor that, in the process of gradually reaching agree- 
ment about the nature of the common end and of 
achieving it, there would not be need of force and the 
compulsion of the wills both of groups and indivi- 
duals. 

Then how much can the state be expected to help 
or to hinder man in his efforts to do his duty? The 
nature of the state has varied from age to age and from 
place to place; and even if attention is confined to a 
particular state at a particular time, it will be found 
that no two individuals either suffer or benefit in 
precisely the same way from it. However, there are 
perhaps four characteristics which the modern state 
always has. It is, in the first place, a group of which 
all those living within certain territorial limits are 
members, whether they like it or not. A charac- 
teristic of most other societies is that so long as a man 
is a member he must submit himself to the rules, but 
that he can resigndf he objects to the rules or if for 
any other reason he no longer wishes to be a member. 
But any one who finds himself, by the accident of 

^ Contrast Plato, Republic ^ Bk. 5, 464^/ (Lindsay’s transla- 
tion) : ‘These regulations will . . . prevent the disruption of the 
city which would result if each called a different wife and differ- 
ent children his own, and thus implanted in the city the indi- 
vidual pleasures and griefs of individuals. Rather they will 
have one single belief concerning what is their own and be all 
concerned in the same purpose, and so will be, as far as pos- 
sible, simultaneously affected by pleasure and pain (6uo'iTa0eIs 

XCnrns TE Kal f^XovfJs).’ 
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birth or residence, a member of the group which is 
called the state, can only ‘contract out’ of the obliga- 
tions placed on him as a citizen by going away to 
another country, or being sent to gaol, or escaping 
the notice of the authorities. 

Secondly, the state exists for certain purposes 
which are various and always subject to change. 
Security from the possible attack of other nations 
and from certain (but not all) forms of arbitrary ex- 
ploitation at the hands of one’s own coimtrymen is at 
present always one of the services which a state seeks 
to provide; but there are no limits whft:h can be de- 
fined a priori to the efforts which a state might make to 
increase the health, v/ealth, or happiness of its citizens. 
At any given moment the purposes for which the 
state exists can (in theory, at any rate) be known by 
any one who knows the law of the land; with a large 
part of the citizen’s life the state is not concerned, and 
the law leaves him free to do as he likes ; but this law 
is constantly being modified in the process of ad- 
ministration, and can be altered, in whole or in part, 
at any future moment. In this respect, it may be noted, 
the modern state differs somewhat from the ancient. 
In Aristotle’s time it could be said that legislation 
was merely the codification of custom, and frequent 
changes in the law were deprecated on the ground 
that they undermined the citizen’s habit of obedi- 
ence.* Again, at the time when the book which is 
still the Prayer Book of the Church of England was 
‘ Aristotle, Polities, ii. 8. 23. 
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first published, it was natural to sum up the prayer 
for those who were responsible under the King for 
the internal government of the country in these 
words: ‘And grant unto his [that is, the King’s] 
whole Council, and to all that are put in authority 
under him, that they may truly and indifferently min- 
ister justice, to the punishment of wickedness and 
vice, and to the maintenance of Thy true religion, 
and virtue.’^ The assumption was that those in autho- 
rity knew what people should and what they should 
not be allowed to do, that this was incorporated in 
the law, and that the officers of the state had only to 
punish the evil-doer and perhaps incidentally praise 
the virtuous. Since that time it has come to be re- 
garded as more doubtful what kinds of action are 
wrong, and which of these the law can attempt to 
prevent with any likelihood of success; and the law 
has been developed more and more as an instrument 
of social action. 

The third characteristic of the state is closely bound 
up with the two already mentioned. The state has at 
its disposal a more or less xmlimited amount of force, 
which can be used if necessary (though the fact that 
it can be used makes its actual use unnecessary as a 

* Compare also i. Peter, ii. i j (the passage read as special 
Epistle in the Communion Service on the Anniversary of 
the King’s Accession), ‘Submit yourselves to every ordinance 
of man for the Lord’s sake: whether it be to the King as 
supreme; or unto governors, as unto them that are sent by 
him for die punishment of evil-doers or for the praise of them 
that do well.’ 
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rule), to ensure that the citizens fulfil their obliga- 
tions (in money and personal service, for instance) 
and abstain from any act (such as the commission 
of a nuisance) which the state forbids. This force is 
symbolized by the policeman; and it is distinguished 
from the arbitrary compulsion exercised by persons 
or groups other than the state by the fact that its 
application can (in theory, at least) be predicted, since 
it is used only in accordance with principles declared 
publicly in the law. 

These are three of the principal features of the 
state considered from its internal aspect, ihat is, as it 
affects its own citizens. The fourth characteristic is 
seen in its external activities. One state meets another 
with the claim to a practically unqualified sovereignty, 
and purports to speak for the whole body of its own 
citizens. Consequently there is a striking contrast be- 
tween the internal and external aspects of the modem 
state. Internally it is characterized (in theory at any 
rate) by the rule of law; all citizens share, whether 
they wish to share or not, in certain benefits and bur- 
dens, for which they have the state to bless or curse; 
there is machinery to determine what these benefits 
and burdens shall be, and to secure that the general 
intentions of the law are carried out in particular 
places, at particular times, and through particular per- 
sons; a system of judicial tribunals to determine any 
dispute that may arise when it is alleged that the law 
has been broken ; and finally a police force to see that 
effect is given to the decision of the court. On the 
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Other hand, if we consider the external relations of 
one state to another, we find a condition of affairs 
which might almost be described as anarchy or the rule 
of lawlessness. It is true that an embryonic inter- 
national organization exists in the League of Nations ; 
but in no sense can this be called a super-state. Only 
those states belong who wish to belong, and every 
state holds itself free to give notice of the termina- 
tion of its membership. It bears a shadowy resem- 
blance to the state in seeking to provide its members 
with various services, concerned with certain aspects 
of their health, wealth, and happiness. But security 
it cannot hope to provide, so long as it is not granted 
the same kind of monopoly which the nation-state 
possesses for the provision of internal security, and 
the same power to call on whatever police force it 
thinks necessary. Meanwhile each state has to rely 
on its own resources for securing itself against attack, 
and naturally supplies itself with military force; this 
increases the sense of insecurity in the mind of neigh- 
bouring states, who take further thought for their 
armaments, and so increase the general sense of in- 
security. The nature of these mihtary forces is sharply 
distinguished from that of policemen, by the fact that 
neither the system of international law nor the inter- 
national machinery for deciding disputes is sufficient 
to prevent a particular state from using its military 
force in an effort to establish its own interpretation 
of its own rights; whereas the police can only act in 
accordance with the law, as declared in general terms 
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for the whole territory and interpreted in particular 
cases of dispute by a tribunal, which at least in theory 
is impartial. 

Further, although the League is concerned with 
matters of health, trade, and so on, and for that side 
of its work can even count on the co-operation of 
states which are not members of the League, it cannot 
at present effect much in this direction except in such 
non-controversial subjects as research and informa- 
tion. When the states wish to find a common purpose 
and take common action in the more important 
spheres of economics or politics, they manufacture a 
special organization, which usually comes into being 
in the form of a conference, and passes away again 
when the absence of common purpose becomes too 
abundantly plain. 

Such being the nature of the modem state, can any 
general answer be given to the question, how ought 
the state to be used or altered if man is to do his duty 
and eventually fulfil his proper purpose? It can be 
said at the outset that even if the laws of a state at any 
given time were in fact just (that is to say, as good as 
they could be, from the point of view of humanity as 
a whole), there would probably still be at least two 
disadvantages to be overcome. Some people, in the 
first place, would almost certainly think one or other 
of the laws unjust, and would have to choose between 
acting contrary to their conscientious conception of 
duty, or being punished for their disobedience. If 
we assume that these people would necessarily be 
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wrong in thinking any of the laws unjust, there is no 
reason why this disadvantage should not in the end 
be removed; for just laws must by their very nature 
ht capable of recognition as such by all people who do 
as they ought. But it is important to notice that the 
laws must not only be just, but be recognized as just, 
if the good life is to be lived under them. It is just, 
let us suppose, that the slum landlord who conscien- 
tiously objects to the Slum Clearance Acts should 
have his property forcibly demohshed; but it would 
be better still if his conscience ceased to object. 

Secondly, even those who recognized the justice 
of the laws would be placed at a certain disadvantage 
by the fact that compulsion could be put upon them 
if they did not fulfil their legal obligations. Compare, 
for instance, the man who voluntarily subscribes to a 
hospital, with the man who would no less willingly 
subscribe to such a purpose, but who, since he hap- 
pens to live in a city where the hospitals are provided 
by the municipality, makes his contribution in the 
form of a tax, which he would be compelled to pay 
even if he wished to do nothing of the kind. The 
second man is likely to have quite different feelings 
about the payment of a tax from those which he would 
have, and which the first man has, about a voluntary 
contribution. In the same way, when education or 
the relief of the destitute has to be paid for out of 
taxation, many, even of those who think the Educa- 
tion or Poor Law Acts just, make their compulsory 
payments in a very different spirit from that in which 
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they would subscribe voluntarily to either of these 
purposes. This disadvantage is obviously capable of 
circumvention; for there is no reason why people 
should not come to regard the tax-collector as a pub- 
lic benefactor, who enables them to do what they 
want to do (that is, to love their neighbour) more 
efficiently than they could otherwise do, rather than 
as a highway robber who puts the pistol to their head. 

The potential coercion of the law, then, lays a 
special obligation on those who recognize its justice, 
to obey it in a certain spirit and, by continuing to have 
a personal sense of responsibihty for their Neighbours 
and a spontaneous anxiety for their welfare, to neu- 
tralize the evil effect which just laws are in danger of 
producing even on those who recognize their justice. 
The actual coercion of those who break the law, not 
from conscientious scruple but knowing that they 
ought to obey it (the thief, for instance, who knows 
he should not steal, or the motorist who drives to the 
danger of the public), is of an entirely different kind, 
which has its peculiar disadvantages. Here the law- 
breaker can fulfil his special obligation, perhaps, by 
accepting punishment or paying damages without 
resentment or sense of grievance. 

But the question whether the state can hinder or 
help the living of the good life depends ultimately 
on the justice or injustice of the laws and policy of 
the state. It would be ridiculous to try to describe 
the characteristics by which a just law could be recog- 
nized; but two generalizations can be made at the 
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outset. To be just, the laws or policy of a state must 
be in the interest of a particular country only in so 
far as that interest is part of the common interest of 
all persons concerned; in other words, they must 
seek a world purpose in general and a local purpose 
in particular. They may happen to be at the same 
time in the special interest of a particular person or 
group, of the majority or the minority of the citizens, 
of every one or of no one in a particular country; the 
benefits and burdens which they bring may be dis- 
tributed evenly or unevenly, according to the circum- 
stances of the place and time; but by none of these 
facts is the justice of the laws either constituted or 
destroyed. In other words, by saying that the laws 
are just or unjust, we do not mean that they are, or are 
not, what any one group or person wants them to be, 
nor do we mean that they are what the majority of the 
citizens, or even the whole complement of aU the 
citizens, want them to be; we mean something which 
can be said in no other way than by saying that the 
laws are what they to be. 

Secondly, we can say that the content of just laws 
at one time will almost certainly be different from the 
content of just laws at any other time. Formally they 
will always be the same; that is to say, they will at 
each stage be in the interest of humanity at large, and 
of a local community only in so far as that is consis- 
tent with the interest of the whole. But their sub- 
stance at any one time will depend on the circum- 
stances of that time and the living context within 

4086 
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which they have to operate. They may be expected, 
then, to be continually changing as world-conditions 
change. Any attempt to draw up a set of just laws 
a priori without reference to a particular world-situa- 
tion is therefore bound to be futde; and it is equally 
impossible to foretell what the duty of a citizen will 
be in relation to the state without full knowledge of 
the particular circumstances. Justice, in fact, is rela- 
tive to the actual wants and experience of men, though 
it is not determined by them. It follows that the 
search for justice is not a search for a set of laws, 
which have been once for all laid up irf heaven and 
might be recognized once for aU by the political 
visionary on earth, but a continuous creative effort 
to discover from moment to moment what the pur- 
poses and methods of the state ought to be. 

Two conditions must be satisfied if this search is 
to succeed. First, the maker of just laws must have 
knowledge of the facts; and this knowledge cannot 
be had (it seems) unless all the relevant experience of 
the men and women who would be affected by the 
laws (in all parts of the world) is made available: 
unless, that is to say, these men and women take some 
part in law-making. The philosopher-king of Plato’s 
Republic^ for example, could only be expected to per- 
form his function of making just laws, if he could 
count on the co-operation of every one affected by 
them. Secondly, the law-maker must be disinter- 
ested; in judging what the law ought to be, he must 
disregard the benefits and burdens which he person- 
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ally would teceive in consequence of it. Those whose 
co-operation in law-making is required, because their 
experience has to be made available, must co-operate 
in a certain spirit and in a certain way; if they use the 
opportunity which participation in the work of legis- 
lation gives them to forward their particular personal 
interests, they can prevent the laws from being just; 
and this they will do, unless they regard their legis- 
lative function as a trust, and succeed in making their 
contribution as they ought to make it, from a disin- 
terested desire to see justice done. 

Obviously, therefore, it is not easy to make just 
laws; for they must be disinterested and at the same 
time based on knowledge which can only be given by 
those who will by the nature of the case find it most 
difficult to be disinterested. It seems right to con- 
clude that no political organization, national or inter- 
national, can be devised, which would enable just 
laws to be made and at the same time ensure that un- 
just laws were not made. The duty, then, of the citi- 
zen is on the one hand to help, as far as he can, in the 
construction of such political and economic institu- 
tions, in his own country and in the world, as will 
make it as easy as possible for the necessary know- 
ledge on which just laws depend to be made available 
and for the law-makers to be disinterested in their 
desire for justice, and on the other hand to play his 
part in working the machinery as he ought. 

We must now ask two final questions: — Which 
features in the political organization of the modem 
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world make it likely, and which make it unlikely, 
that just laws will be made and just policies pursued ? 
And what in general can be said about the way in 
which a man ought to think and act to-day in respect 
of his citizenship ? 

The assumption has above been made that if men 
thought and acted as they ought — ^that is, if their 
moral insight were disinterested and their knowledge 
of the relevant facts adequate — ^they would agree 
about the common purpose of humanity and the 
principles on which isagreements when they arose 
were to be determined. There are already certain 
services, such as the control of traffic, which (it can 
be said) every one is glad that the state should provide ; 
and there are therefore some laws about the justice of 
which it can be supposed that general agreement has 
already been reached. It clearly does not foUow that, 
simply because there is unanimity in some country 
about the state’s provision of a particular service, it is 
just (that is, in the interest of humanity) that the ser- 
vice should be provided. But in fact services such as 
traffic control are of merely domestic importance, and 
it therefore happens not to matter, from the point of 
view of the world, that no consideration is given to 
other than national interests by the state that provides 
them. 

Again, there are many activities (such as religion, 
music, art, literature, sport, and so on) in which men 
can engage without finding that their own interest 
and their neighbour’s conflict. So it often happens 
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that, so far as certain departments of life are con- 
cerned, neither individuals nor nations find them- 
selves in substantial disagreement; for it does not 
necessarily foUow (say) that the more enjoyment one 
country obtains from music the less can its neighbour 
obtain. 

But many things which one individual or country 
wants (a piece of territory, for instance) it cannot 
have unless some other individual or country goes 
without. When there is no agreement among the 
members of the world-community either as to the 
common purpose which ought to be followed or 
the principles on which disputes ought to be decided, 
under what conditions and by what process is it most 
likely, considering the pohtical organization of the 
world to-day, that men will come to know and to do 
what they ought? 

If the discovery of justice is a creative act, requiring 
a contribution from the experience of aU those that 
are concerned, it seems improbable that any one per- 
son or any one section of the community can hope to 
know what justice demands in a given set of circum- 
stances. It is most improbable of all when one party 
to a dispute is the stronger, and can use its superior 
strength to coerce the other. This is the position 
when two nations of unequal power disagree (say, 
China and Japan), and the rest of the world is not 
prepared to interfere. It is also the position when one 
section of a national community is able to make the 
laws and decide the policy of the state, as in the 
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Dominion of South Africa, where the minority of 
white inhabitants have all the political power. Even 
when the franchise is extended to all the citizens of a 
state, it may happen that one section of the com- 
munity is able to determine the policy and organiza- 
tion of a country, pardy through political and partly 
through economic power, when conditions are such 
that the community is cut into various sections with 
sharply contrasted interests of their own. And even 
when such conditions do not prevail, the poHtical 
parties may advocate programmes so widely diver- 
gent that the same result follows and the country is in 
fact governed by one party without any considera- 
tion for the other. When this happens, the parties 
are more properly described as factions, and the state 
is governed, as some city-states in Greece were at one 
time governed, by one faction after another, each in 
turn coming to power through some kind of revolu- 
tionary action. Finally, when a nation is responsible 
for the government of a subject people and is there- 
fore the final arbiter of the laws and policy of that 
country, even if it has no financial or other material 
interest in the territory, it still has difficulty in dis- 
covering justice, partly because the very fact of its 
superior power tends to distort its judgement, and 
partly because it lacks that necessary knowledge of 
the facts which only the experience of the subjects 
can supply. 

So it is suggested that where in fact the deter- 
mination of policy is in the hands of one section of a 
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community, whether the political organization of the 
place be called oligarchic, democratic, or dictatorial, 
there are grave dangers, amoimting almost to cer- 
tainty when the section represents a separate econo- 
mic or cultural interest, that justice will not be done. 

Must we conclude that these dangers can never 
be avoided so long as the world consists of nations 
some of which are stronger than others, and so long as 
within a nation there are groups of varying strength ? 
In the absence of unanimity about the common pur- 
pose, is there no alternative to some form of dictator- 
ship — ^to the imposition, that is, of one interpretation 
of justice upon those who have not contributed to the 
making of that interpretation ? And is there no other 
reasonable hope at the present time than that within 
each nation the rival factions be equally matched, and 
that in the world as a whole a precarious peace be 
maintained by the balance of power? 

If there is an alternative, it cannot be foimd, it 
would seem, by any individual who thinks that he 
personally (or his-country, or any other group of 
which he is a member) can interpret justice correctly 
without the assistance of the other parties concerned. 
For, as we have seen, even if he (or his group) is not 
personally interested in the result of the decision, he 
has need of the experience of the people who are; 
and if he (or his group) is personally interested, not 
only does he need the experience of others, but he 
needs still more something that can help him to keep 
his moral judgement disinterested ; further if he is not 
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only interested, but also thinks that he can get what 
he wants without considering those who disagree 
with him, he is in an even worse position for acting as 
he ought. So it follows that the duty of any nation- 
state to-day is not to think (or to act as if it thought) 
that it is in a position to discern justice for itself, when 
disagreements arise with other states, but rather to 
recognize the limitations of its own experience and 
its own disinterestedness; in this sense, it must re- 
linquish its claim to sovereignty. The same can be 
said of the duty of any section, party, or class within 
the nation, and of any individual too. Flirthermore, 
each of these units has a positive duty to join in the 
creative activity of discovering justice, by contribut- 
ing its own experience of the relevant facts, and its 
individual judgement of what ought to be done. For 
this to be possible, the world would have to be organ- 
ized in such a way that the different experiences 
of people living in different parts of it could find 
adequate expression and be made generally avail- 
able. Similarly, within each of these compartments 
of the world different experiences and different 
opinions would have to be used in the same kind of 
creative act. 

But there is one condition that must be satisfied if 
justice is to be discovered in this fashion. The separ- 
ate expressions of interest must be offered as contri- 
butions, on the understanding that no one of them 
claims to be that which ought finally to determine the 
laws and policy of the community without reference 
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to the others. Only if this condition is fulfilled are the 
issues between the parties (whether within the state, 
or between states) likely to be such that a policy can 
eventually be found which is felt to be just by all con- 
cerned. If the condition is not fuLfUled, a situation 
will arise out of which, in the absence of unanimity, 
dictatorship by one side or another is bound to 
follow, whether wearing the dress of legality or not, 
whether the dictatorship of a majority or of a minority, 
whether genuinely attempting to be disinterested or 
frankly selfish. 

Generally speaking, this condition is more likely 
to be fulfilled when the only way in which force can 
be used is ‘by due process of law’, than when force is 
not confined to a single channel. The anarchy of the 
international situation is more certain to lead to in- 
justice than the rule of law within a single state; and 
justice is less likely to be done in those social and 
economic parts of the national life which at the 
present time are affected indirectly or not at all by 
the law than in those parts into which the law has 
already directly entered in the name of social justice. 
But there can obviously be no certainty that under all 
circumstances the establishment of a political system 
win lead to better results than would have followed 
from the absence of any such system. It cannot, for 
instance, be said that the creation of a political organ- 
ization to include all the nations of the world would by 
itself lead to the establishment of justice on earth; it 
could only do so if the stronger nations refused, for one 
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reason or another, to use the new political machinery 
for the same purposes which now lead them to exploit 
international anarchy. Further, it is obviously im- 
probable that dictatorship will be avoided where 
those who are the more powerful in economic and 
other non-political respects, such as education, are 
also pohtically the stronger; but it does not follow 
that in an equalitarian society justice rvillht done, nor 
ought we to conclude that except in an equalita- 
rian society justice can never be done. 

When this condition is in fact not fulled and the 
only alternative to unanimity seems to oe dictator- 
ship (as at the present day in the world generally and 
within most nations), how can the vicious circle be 
broken? Must we wait for both sides in each dis- 
pute to do as they ought ? No general answer can be 
given to this question, but it seems probable that, un- 
tU the stronger side in any dispute first volxmtarily 
makes a sacrifice, the dispute cannot be decided as it 
ought to be. Even then justice will not be done, un- 
less the other side follows the example of the stronger. 
If it prefers to reap a sectional advantage by having 
the dispute decided in its favour, the position of the 
two parties in regard to strength will have been re- 
versed, but the circle of injustice will remain un- 
broken. However, what the effect on the world 
would be if one group or one nation sacrificed itself 
voluntarily (if, that is to say, when it had the power 
to carry out its own interpretation of justice, it re- 
fused to do so, on the chance that its example might 
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be followed and an interpretation of justice be dis- 
covered through the mutual efforts of all parties to 
the dispute) no one can say; for not only can it be 
presumed that no such sacrifice has ever been made, 
but even if it had been made no one could ever know 
that the privileged position had been surrendered 
volimtarily. 

What, finally, can be said about the duty of the 
citizen to-day ? At each moment there is a unique set 
of circumstances in which each individual has to 
decide what his conscience bids him think and do. 
It would be as ridiculous to expect an answer to the 
particular question, which at any given moment a par- 
ticular citizen is called on by the circumstances around 
him to answer, from any generalizations that can be 
made about citizenship, as it would be (if we may 
borrow an analogy from Bacon) to try to find the way 
from London to York by studying Ortelius’ map of 
the universe. How ought I to vote in the next election? 
What steps can I take to prevent another war? Is it 
my duty to take "revolutionary action against the 
present government ? These, and innumerable other 
questions of the same kind, may have to be asked and 
answered by the individual citizen from time to time, 
and it would be vain to attempt an answer to them in 
general terms. But is there nothing to be said, except 
that the citizen must do the best he can as each con- 
crete problem presents itself? Not much, perhaps, 
but this at least : — 

First, the citizen must be realistic. The more he 
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reflects on his own life and on the state of affairs in the 
world of which he is a part, the more he ought to 
be impressed at the greatness of the gulf which seems 
fixed between what is and what ought to be. Second- 
ly, he may reflect that the political organixation of his 
own and other covmtries is simply one part of a com- 
plex everchanging environment which has always 
surrounded him and will always surround him. His 
citixenshipis one aspect of his manhood, and though for 
the purposes of thought and discussion he must make 
abstractions and talk of personal, social, ^onomic, or 
political problems, reahty is not divided mto separate 
compartments, and his thinking can never compass 
truth unless he remembers that this is so. If there are 
ethical problems at all, then ethical problems must 
arise from the fact of his citizenship, just as certainly 
as they arise from his relationship with his friends or 
any other part of his environment. Thirdly, if he 
knows that he has a duty in his private life which he 
constantly fails either to recognize correctly or to 
fulfil, he must not be surprised when his honest at- 
tempt to examine realistically the political facts of the 
modern world, and compare them with what he feels 
that they ought to be, reveals a situation that he has 
to recognize as desperately discouraging. 

But if, in the fourth place, he refuses to be fatalis- 
tic about his own life, believing rather that his will 
is capable of freedom and need not necessarily be 
determined by his environment, then he must also 
believe that it is possible, in the fullness of time and 
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after centuries of effort, that men, even in their cor- 
porate capacity as members of different groups, will 
free themselves of the sin that so easily besets them 
and succeed in loving one another. He may reflect, 
on the other hand, that man finds his life only when 
he is prepared to lose it, and that in actual experience 
no one can love his neighbour without sacrificing 
himself, in greater or less degree; and the conclusion 
seems to follow that only when the spirit of self-sacri- 
fice, which men learn from their personal friendships, 
has so infected the groups to which they belong that 
those groups are prepared to sacrifice themselves for 
each other’s good, will justice be done on earth. 

Lastly, when he considers the immediate problem 
of what he ought to do next, and finds that 
whether he likes it or not he is a member of a nation- 
state, he may do well to notice that the state is one of 
the means through which he is enabled to hate or love 
certain of his neighbours. Those of his neighbours 
who are also, by the accident of birth or residence, 
his fellow countryifien, have a special claim on him; 
for since they speak his language, and in other ways 
share with him a particular cultural inheritance, they 
alone are able to co-operate with him in the realization 
of a particular form of the good life; and of this pur- 
pose the state is potentially one of the necessary in- 
struments. Towards those of his neighbours who hap- 
pen to be of some other nationality, his duty is much 
harder to perform; for his personal relationship to 
them is in fact more remote ; ^e difficulty of behaving 
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to them as he ought, or even of discovering how he 
ought to behave, is proportionately more serious; 
and in this part of his duty he must at present expect 
the state to be rather a hindrance than a help. 

As part, then, of his duty to his neighbour he will 
find that he has two kinds of political duty, that of 
helping to make the policy and laws of the state what 
they ought to be, and that of obeying the law (except 
when he feels that he must disobey it in order to carry 
out the first aspect of his duty) in such a way that the 
evil effects, which are Liable to attend even just laws, 
do not follow. The choice of a particul^ procedure 
by which to attempt the first of these duties de- 
pends naturally on a multitude of circumstances and 
especially on the civic rights which the state allows 
him : whether (for instance) he has the vote, what 
measure of free speech he is allowed, and so on. It 
may be liis duty to take no immediate steps towards 
altering the law; it may be his duty to proceed by the 
means which the existing law provides ; and it may be 
his duty to use methods which the existing law does 
not allow. But how far he succeeds in doing his duty 
(whatever his procedure may be) will depend ulti- 
mately on the strength or weakness of liis disinterest- 
edness — ^that is, of his desire to see justice done with- 
out regard for his personal convenience — and on the 
extent or limitation of his knowledges the former will 
be conditioned, in turn, by the success or failure of 
his efforts to recognize and deliver himself from the 
prejudices with which his environment and education 
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have endowed him; and the latter by his personal ex- 
perience and by his powers of sympathy and under- 
standing. He may fight or refuse to fight ; he may go 
to gaol, or receive the highest honours from a grate- 
ful nation; and it is by these signs that the world, fol- 
lowing the lead of one or other of the many schools of 
sentimentality — ^war-mongers, peace-mongers, and 
the rest — ^will judge him. 

A man may be called a patriot by his imperialist 
friends or his pacifist enemies, though in truth it 
might more properly be said of him : 

His desire is a dureless content, 

And a trustless joy; 

He is won with a world of despair, 

And is lost with a toy. 

But when such a man is said to love his country, and 
to be a patriot, it is another instance of 

the word love abused. 

Under which many childish desires 
And conceits are excused. 

And in fact, I suggest, it is only such a quality as 
wise disinterestedness that distinguishes the man who 
truly loves his coimtry from the traitor; and only the 
man who truly loves his coimtry can properly be 
called a patriot. 

But true love is a durable fire. 

In the mind ever burning. 

Never sick, never dead, never cold. 

From itself never turning. 
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And the true love of the patriot for his country is of 
such a kind that the more he loves his own country 
the more capable he finds himself of loving other 
countries as he loves his own. 



IV. SOCIAL INEQUALITIES 

C. R. MORRIS 

O UR task is to consider social inequalities as 
presenting a problem of personal ethics. Let us 
first attempt to review the facts. 

Actually, the facts about social classes are not easy 
to determine. The structure of modern society is a 
highly complicated one, and the attempt to analyse 
it by the well-regulated engines of accurate observa- 
tion and disciplined inference from statistics, essential 
to the credit of modern science, is still in its infancy. 
It is therefore possible for publicists in this field to 
make from time to time statements of whose falsity 
we may be morally certain, but which we cannot 
finally refute by appeal to accepted evidence. Bear- 
ing these difficulties in mind, however, we must do 
the best we can. 

It is difficult to say of what we are conscious when 
we are class-conscious. The most obvious consti- 
tuent element which leaps to the mind is a fellow- 
feeling for people of the same kind, together with a 
recognition that that kind has its place in a more or 
less definite hierarchy of kinds — ^that is, it has some 
kinds above it and some kinds below it. In or dina ry 
language class-consciousness connotes a definite sense 
in the class-conscious person of superiority of some 
kind to the classes beneath, and of inferiority of some 
kind to the classes above. It does not ordinarily con- 
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note any real pride of class ; for though no doubt many 
middle-class persons, who are highly class-conscious, 
are genuinely convinced that the upper middle class 
are the salt of the earth, and genuinely despise the 
‘damned aristocrat’, there are far more class-conscious 
people who are proud indeed of not belonging to a 
lower class, but who would be prouder of belonging 
to a higher one. 

What, then, are these social classes ? There is, of 
course, a famous view abroad — a view which seems 
to be treated to-day with ever-increasing respect by 
many writers and thinkers who will neVer agree with 
it — ^which gives a simple answer to this question. Class 
distinctions, it says, depend upon property. The 
fundamental rift in human society is between those 
who have property and those who have not. It is not, 
it is to be remarked, basically and fundamentally be- 
tween those who have a larger yearly income to spend 
and those who have a smaller one. It is between those 
who own property and those who do not. It may 
seem to some that for all practical purposes this is a 
distinction without a difference. But from the point 
of view of imderstanding or misunderstanding the 
Marxist theory it is of great importance. 

The basic distinction, on this view, is the distinc- 
tion between the capitalist and the proletarian, the 
man with property and the man with nothing but his 
labour. The man who lives by selling his labour and 
skill for wages, even if his wages are large enough, and 
secure enough, to be called a salary, is as such a prole- 
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tarian. It is true that if his wages and circumstances 
allow he may, by saving his wages, become an owner 
of property; he will then to a greater or less extent 
lose his status as a proletarian, and also the mental 
attitude of a proletarian, without wholly taking on 
the status and attitude of the capitalist; he will thus 
help to form an intermediate class. But the important 
classes are the pure proletariat and the pure capitalists. 
It is between these that the vital struggle lies. There 
may, indeed, be far more actual bitterness of feeling 
between the proletarians and the middle class. For 
the latter, being able to maintain themselves at a 
higher standard of living than would fall to their 
lot in an equaUtarian state, are staunch supporters of 
the status quo, and, politically, are the strongest pillar 
of support which the capitalist system has, seeing that 
they are far more numerous than the pure capitalists. 
But to the proletarian the man of the middle class is 
not himself the real enemy, though he may appear as 
such because the real enemy cannot be reached except 
over his dead bodys 

This view of the essential nature of the division 
between classes, as was said earlier on, is a simple one. 
Equally simple is the explanation which its votaries 
offer of the inevitable course of future history. The 
community, it says, will become more and more 
sharply divided into capitalist and proletarian; the 
middle class will go either up or down. Capitalists 
become purer and purer capitalists, and fewer and 
fewer in number; the rest become purely proletarian. 
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The community thus approaches nearer and nearer to 
an unmediated, face-to-face opposition of a few pure 
capitalists to a multitude of wage-slaves. Then at last 
the truth about the structure of society is obvious to 
the meanest intelligence. Inevitably the proletarians 
remove the capitalists, and destroy the capitahstic 
system. There follows necessarily a period when the 
community is controlled by people of proletarian 
mentality in the interests of proletarians. For this 
period, which in accordance with the demands of 
the Marxian dialectic must be regarded as the anti- 
thesis of the preceding capitahstic society, there is 
little to be said except that it is superior to capitahsm, 
and that it offers hope in so far as it carries within its 
womb the seed of the future community — ^the class- 
less society of true communism, in wliich there is 
neither bond nor free, Jew nor Gentile, capitahst nor 
proletarian. 

Now this whole view, like most studies in dialectic, 
strikes the ordinary observer as too neat and simple, 
both as a reading of the structure of existing society 
and as a reading of future history. If we consider the 
theory in its fuhy rounded form, as I have tried to give 
it, the most striking things about it, from the point 
of view which concerns us here, are, I think, its ex- 
tremely formal and pessimistic interpretation of the 
present and its extremely formal and optimistic view 
of the future. As regards the future it is utopian in 
its belief in the perfectionism of human nature. Out 
of an entirely unregenerate present as thesis, and an 



SOCIAL INEQUALITIES 85 

only less unregenerate antithesis — ^for the proletarian 
acquired his essential character under the iniquitous 
regime of the capitalist, the thesis to his antithesis — 
there is to emerge by the synthesis of opposites the 
perfection of human nature and the millennium of the 
classless society. I do not say that this utopian optim- 
ism is entirely without support from experience, even 
though it may be the fact that, in some of its votaries 
at least, it rests mainly on a touching faith in dialectic. 
It is likely that a period of supremacy of the prole- 
tariat, if it could occur, would change the character 
of the proletarian, so that a new order would super- 
vene. Many will think that it could only be a better 
order; but few would expect it to be the Marxian 
millennium. 

But even if we allow that this interpretation of 
society is too formal, and that the results of its analy- 
sis are too neat and simple, at least it may serve to give 
us a lead in our attempt to determine the true nature 
of social classes in society as we know it. And per- 
haps it is well to remind ourselves here of the wisdom 
of Plato. It was his view, as expressed in the Republic ^ 
that as soon as the community fads to be the Ideal 
State, it automatically finds itself on the road to be- 
coming two communities instead of one — a com- 
munity of the rich set over against a community of 
the poor — ^and its future history is determined by 
the inevitable struggle between these two. The state 
may be ruled by the rich, ruling as such, or by the 
poor, ruling as such, or, worst of all, by a tyrant — a 
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depraved form of government whose establishment 
is possible only when the citiaens have become de- 
generate by living imder these bad regimes. But in 
any case the condition of society is evil, and there is 
no real health or happiness in it. Plato allows, indeed, 
of an intermediate condition, which he calls timo- 
cracy, between the best and the beginning of the 
worst; but, broadly speaking, his warning is that 
under everything but the ideally best constitution 
the struggle between rich and poor is inevitable and 
is the primary factor in determining the life of the 
state. In the ideal constitution itself, of cdurse, every- 
thing is otherwise. Here the best people are not rich, 
and do not wish to be rich, because in such a society 
the ends of life can be secured without riches, and the 
best people are too intelligent to think that wealth 
was ever anything but a means. Under this constitu- 
tion, if any one wishes to pile up riches he is allowed 
to do so, very much as imder almost any constitution 
people who wish to are allowed to play harmless 
games. But the whole tone of life is set by the 
best people, who are not concerned with riches, but 
with the things that really matter. 

On the main point the Marxist theory, which we 
were examining just now, agrees. It does not main- 
tain that it is the last word about human nature that 
man is the economic man. Indeed, its whole teaching 
is to the contrary. In the present state of things man 
is the economic man. But that is the fault, according 
to the theory, not of human nature, but of the present 
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system of society. In the fullness of time we shall come 
to the fine flowering of human freedom in a classless 
society, in which the struggle for economic gam will 
have disappeared. As in Plato and all the greatest 
thinkers, there is nothing the matter with human 
nature itself; only it is an inexorable law that man 
can only come to his fuU goodness in so far as the 
society in which he lives allows him to do so. When 
his condition allows him to grow to his full stature, 
man is a god. 

It is now high time that we turned to our own 
analysis of the nature of social classes ; though we may 
reasonably hope, I think, that this examination of a 
famous view may have helped to clear our minds. At 
least it has reminded us that there is little essential 
difference of opinion among all the great thinkers in 
regard to the ultimate moral destiny of man. And 
this may help us to keep a sense of proportion. 

In society as we know it the Marxist theory of 
classes is not confirmed by the facts. The middle 
class, which has neither the outlook of the pure capi- 
talist nor that of the pure proletarian, seems to be in 
no danger of disappearing. The middle-class man is 
a very real permanent, making for social stability, and 
indeed almost for social inunobility, with a quiet effec- 
tiveness that has surprised most of us since the war, 
and continues to surprise us. Moreover, the man of 
the middle class does not seem to be merely oscillating 
between the mentality of the capitalist and the men- 
tality of the proletarian. He has a very positive and 
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definite attitude and scale of values of his own, which 
seems to be lasting and to be the most powerful fotce 
determining the tone of life of the community as a 
whole. Not only does the middle-class man exist in 
larger numbers than the man with the pure capitalist 
outlook or the man with the pure proletarian out- 
look; but he remains permanently fixed in his own 
attitude of mind, and shows little desire to change in 
the one direction or the other. He is neither merely 
exploited like the proletarian, nor merely exploiting 
like the capitalist. He depends for his living mainly on 
working for a wage, but he is not so utfcrly without 
substance, and without stable position in the com- 
munity, that he either is, or feels, a mere wage-slave, 
or even predominantly a wage-slave. He is neither 
in utter control of himself and his economic destiny, 
nor entirely a pawn in the control of others or of the 
system. He stands somewhere in the middle, and he 
can have a certain modicum of self-respect. He feels 
neither a superman, as the pure capitalist is conceived 
to be, nor a slave, like the pure proletarian. 

There seem to be no effective forces at work in 
English society to-day to drive this middle class out 
of existence. Whatever surprises the future may hold, 
it is certain that the development of the social struc- 
ture of Great Britain in the coming generations will 
be profoundly influenced by the scale of values of the 
British middle class. It is only necessary to look at the 
Trade Union movement with the eye of a proletarian 
to be convinced of that. 
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This does not mean that thete are not also a large 
number of people whose position and life is very near 
to those of the pure proletarian, as the Marxist con- 
ceives him. Moreover, imder the economic condi- 
tions of the past ten years, a large number of these 
have been, and are, people who have the skill, general 
ability, and character to make a contribution well 
above that of the average man to the wealth and wel- 
fare of the community. This condition of affairs, in 
which a large section of people of skill and energy 
have nothing to do, presents perhaps the gravest 
social and political problem of our time. It is a con- 
dition which must sooner or later shake the founda- 
tions of any social system which fails to remove it. 
But we must let that pass for the moment; for here it 
concerns us only as one of the facts which we must 
consider. 

Enough, then, has been said to show that the 
Marxist theory of classes on the face of it does not 
come very near to giving a satisfactory explanation of 
the division of society into classes in Great Britain as 
we find it to-day. It seems to throw little or no light 
on the obvious class divisions which we see around 
us. It simply does not seem to be talking about our 
problem, the problem of social classes, at all. Of 
course the Marxist will maintain that the obvious 
class divisions do not matter, being of no real impor- 
tance; and that what does matter is the more funda- 
mental division of which he is speaking — a division 
which is not obvious but hidden, and does not 
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correspond to the obvious social divisions. But, be 
that as it may, let us now look at these obvious 
social divisions. 

So far we have been speaking of social classes as if 
they were an economic phenomenon, based entirely 
on economic considerations, and being divisions that 
arise among purely economic men. But it is a ques- 
tion whether to do this is not to miss the main force 
of our special problem. It is doubtful whether among 
a society of purely economic men the phenomenon 
of social classes, as we know them, would ever arise 
at all. We are not here primarily conceined with the 
problem that arises in a community just because one 
set of peoplehave motor-cars and another set of people 
want them and cannot have them. No doubt this 
situation gives rise to genuine difficulties. But it does 
not in itself present a specifically problem, though 

a social problem may quite well gather round it. If it 
happens that those who have motor-cars experience 
a great fellow-feeling for one another, which drives 
them together into a compact group, with a strong 
feeling of internal solidarity as against aU people who 
have not motor-cars ; and if similarly those who have 
not motor-cars are bound together with a similar feel- 
ing of solidarity as against those who have motor- 
cars — then the problem of social classes has arisen. 
This problem will no doubt tend very strongly to 
grow up around an economic division; but it need 
not necessarily do so, and it does not always do so. 
The feeling of solidarity between genuine artists may 
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very well prove a stronger tie than the solidarity of 
the prosperous and the solidarity of the penurious; 
similarly the solidarity of educated men may prove 
more binding than the division of rich and poor. And 
it is certainly the case that the solidarity of blue blood 
has sometimes stood firm for more than a generation 
agakist the pull of acute economic division. 

Specifically social division, then, tends to gather 
round economic division, but it is not the same thing 
and it does not always do so. We are concerned here 
with social division, and not with economic division, 
except in so far as the discussion of the latter is neces- 
sary for dealing with the former. 

Broadly speaking, we may say that in a society 
where the one thing that matters to everybody is to 
have a motor-car, a strong social solidarity will be 
likely to arise between those people who have no 
motor-car. But in a society where the one thing that 
mattered to people was to be educated, and where all 
education was conducted on a scholarship system (so 
that nobody could-buy an education), there would be 
no feeling of solidarity between people who did not 
own motor-cars, but there would be likely to grow 
up a strong solidarity between people who could not 
pass examinations — and the more so in proportion as 
it was recognized that educated persons enjoy admit- 
tedly real benefits which are denied to the uneducated. 
A society can quite well be imagined in which there 
would be an aggressive social solidarity between 
people who loved music; and some have ireamed of 
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a community in which the solidarity of all Oxford men 
would stand triumphantly against all other influence. 
All those who have any experience of the life of large 
schools, or of universities, know well how there can 
arise within a society very strong social divisions, 
which may cause great bitterness and pain, but which 
are not based on economic considerations, nor do 
they run parallel to social divisions in the larger com- 
munities of town, coimty, or nation. 

When we bear all this in mind, we see at once that 
it is not easy to imagine a classless society. Men are 
obviously difierent from one another; Aey have dif- 
ferent interests and different capacities. It seems in- 
conceivable that they should not group themselves 
according to those interests and capacities, and that 
the solidarity of some of the groups should not be- 
come very strong. It seems certain too that this soli- 
darity will normally be strongest in those groups 
which are distinguished on a basis of capacity in 
regard to the major interests of the community at 
large. It is difficult to see how this could be avoided. 
If the most aggressive social divisions are those based 
on the primary interests of members of the society, 
it cannot fail to happen that some of the groups will 
be more powerful, and will receive greater respect, 
within the community than others. For instance, in 
a society which cared most for learning, the most 
learned people would certainly tend to group to- 
gether, and would receive a great measure of respect 
and standing. If that is so, there is bound to be 
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genuine class dominance up to a point, and genuine 
class feeling. 

Two questions then arise : Do social inequalities 
in themselves do great harm? Or is it only when 
social inequalities are based on economic considera- 
tions that they have a vitally prejudicial effect? 

Let us consider the second point first. It will not 
be disputed that when social divisions exactly coin- 
cide with serious economic divisions they do enor- 
mous harm to the social life of a community. By 
economic divisions here is meant not differences of 
economic occupation but differences of wealth. As 
has been said before, the difficulties which arise from 
the fact that some people have this world’s goods 
while others have not is in itself a different difficulty 
from that which arises from the hostility of social 
classes. It may in the end cause greater offence to 
social stability and peace, or it may cause less ; but the 
two things are not the same thing. But when both go 
together, then the cleavage in society is serious in- 
deed. It is bad enough when one class of persons is 
exclusive of, and hostile to, another class of persons, 
so that each class stands together solid within itself 
and is apt to find itself opposed to the other on impor- 
tant commimity issues — ^witness the bitter hostility 
which has sometimes arisen between a rich merchant 
class and an aristocracy, which was not relevantly 
richer or poorer. But when one of the classes in ques- 
tion is on the whole well endowed with this world’s 
goods and the other is on the whole poor, then there 



94 SOCIAL INEQUALITIES 

is an immense surcharge of bitterness in the class hos- 
tility. We all know this well from experience. It may 
not be the case — as we have seen, it is not by any means 
wholly the case — ^that class differences in Great Britain 
to-day depend on differences of wealth. But the fact 
remains that they correspond very roughly to broad 
economic differences, and this very noticeable fact 
tends to produce extremely shrill overtones of bitter 
animosity. 

A great deal is gained, then, if it can be brought 
about that social differences do not depend, and obvi- 
ously do not depend, on economic differences. Most 
people, I suppose, from what may be called the 
middle-middle classes upwards would say that they 
do not so depend. Certainly all those who have access 
to the higher education system of this country know 
well that there are several cross-influences of great 
power, which prevent mere economic distinctions 
from wholly determining class divisions. But for 
those below the middle-middle classes the case is dif- 
ferent. To them the main divisions seem too exactly 
to correspond to the possession or non-possession of 
this world’s goods. They know Uttle or nothing of 
the class-feeling between the middle-middle classes 
and the upper-middle classes, or between the boys 
and girls of the municipal secondary schools and 
those of the public school class. What is most ob- 
vious to them, and what is most obvious to any one 
who knows something of their problems, is the fairly 
compact solidarity of those who can attain to more 
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than a certain material standard of living as against 
those who cannot. We must be careful not to exag- 
gerate this. But, broadly speaking, it is true to say 
that to the upper and middle classes class distinctions 
appear to depend only partly on considerations of 
wealth or standard of living, while to the lower classes 
they appear to depend almost entirely on these things. 
And, as has been said before, where class distinctions 
are associated with economic differences, there is an 
immense surcharge of bitterness. This is a grave 
problem. 

The question is. Can anything be done in the mat- 
ter? If what was said previously is sound, then in a 
community in which wealth is regarded as of very 
great importance there are in the end only two alter- 
natives : either 'wt must learn to put up with this degree 
of class war, mitigating it as far as possible by mini- 
mizing the obstacles to migration between classes; or 
economic differences must be abolished, if that is 
possible. On the other hand, in a community, if such 
can be imagined, in- which wealth was regarded as of 
very little importance, this particular trouble would 
hardly arise. Nobody would notice that social differ- 
ences roughly corresponded to economic differences, 
and nobody would mind if he did notice. Nor is this 
condition of affairs, as a matter of fact, entirely remote 
from all experience. To take only one instance, there 
is many a man of scholarly tastes, who, if he noticed 
that the very rich only invited one another to their 
tables and never invited him or his like, would (being 
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sufficiendy comfortably off himself) merely smile. As 
Aristotle would say with his great common sense, the 
wise man, armed with his knowledge that wealth is 
not of great importance, plus a competence of this 
world’s goods for himself, can live the good life un- 
troubled by considerations of wealth. 

Now it is quite true that, as compared with the 
things that really matter, wealth does not matter. As 
compared with the things that really give pleasure, 
wealth does not give pleasure, and cannot substan- 
tially contribute to pleasure. Everybody knows that 
the great philosophers and seers of all ages have 
taught this. Everybody knows that the New Testa- 
ment teaches this, and goes out of its way to empha- 
size the point again and again. Everybody knows 
that it is true. The kingdom of heaven is within us. 
We all know that when we are most deeply admonish- 
ing ourselves or others about the deepest things we 
must, regardless of all circumstances, teach with the 
great teachers that the mind must be its own place, 
and that the good man must rise above the slings and 
arrows of outrageous fortune. There is no other way 
to peace or happiness. The theoretic communist 
recognizes this as well as any one else. It is only in 
a bad society, he says, when man is not truly himself, 
that wealth is the supreme thing that matters. But, 
he adds, all experience goes to show that, so long as 
there are differences of wealth, wealth will remain the 
thing that matters. It is only in a society where every 
one has equal access to this world’s goods that wealth 
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will take its proper place in the scale of values, and 
man will concentrate his attention on the things that 
really satisfy. 

Now we must take it, I suppose, that the great 
majority of the people of this country are more or 
less committed against this equalitarian view, even 
as an ideal. If that is so, and if what we have previ- 
ously argued is sound, then some other way than 
the communist’s way must be found of producing 
a community in which wealth is not over-valued. 
This is no doubt not impossible. But it is certainly 
not easy. It is perhaps the most difficult thing in the 
world for the rich man to convince the poor man, and 
especially the very poor man, that he really means 
what he says when he says that wealth is of little or 
no importance. We shall never have a society in 
which differences of wealth are powerless to contri- 
bute bitterness to social distinctions until everybody 
really in his heart and mind, and in his actions too, 
entirely believes that wealth is of little or no impor- 
tance. And in thisTt is obvious that those who are 
most respected must lead the way. So long as any 
class in the community puts its own rights as regards 
wealth above all other considerations, so long wiU 
wealth have this terrible power to cleave society. Let 
it be said, in justice to the possibilities of even our 
existing social system, that ffie man who shows that 
he is largely above considerations of wealth is ad- 
mired by and is acceptable to all classes of the com- 
munity. But very few men are capable of giving this 
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impression of themselves. Ofveryfewmen, of course, 
is it true that they are unaflFected by considerations of 
wealth. But even where it was true, it would still be 
very difficult indeed for the rich man to convince the 
poor man that he means what he says in this matter. 
It has never really been demonstrated that there is 
more than the one way to do it. 

We have said enough of the problem caused by the 
coincidence of social and economic distinctions. Let 
us now examine that which arises from social distinc- 
tions alone in their awful purity ; that is to Say, roughly 
speaking, the problem of social classes as it appears to 
persons of the middle-middle classes and upwards. 

When all is said, it must be admitted that class dis- 
tinctions, even when they do not coincide with dif- 
ferences of wealth, are an ugly phenomenon and have 
effects which are very serious for the community. The 
tendency, where it exists, for a man to live confined 
within any class or group is nothing short of a social 
disaster. The knowledge of such a man wiU be limited, 
and his capacity to understand far more limited still. 
He win find it more and more difficult as time goes 
on to recognize in any one who does not show the 
main characteristics to which he is accustomed the 
character of a human being at aU. If he is a good man, 
he will call his rational self to his aid, and will say to 
himself — ^I must remember that even this man is one 
of God’s creatures. But it is hardly an exaggeration to 
say that this does more harm than good. It requires 
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a saint or a god to oflfer effective sympathy to one 
whom he does not in the least understand. It has 
often been said that the public schoolboy can have 
no fellow-feeling for any one who does not believe 
that the rules of cricket hold in every department of 
life, though nobody else in the world but the pubhc 
schoolboy does believe this. It has often been said 
that the Englishman cannot understand any one who 
does not subscribe to the proposition that every man 
and woman in the world wants, or ought to want, to 
be an Enghsh gentleman. These statements, perhaps, 
are caricatures ; perhaps, too, they are out of date. But 
every one knows that a fundamental problem hes here 
— a problem which cannot be written off at a stroke 
by a good resolution overnight. It is a problem which 
goes to the root of education, and especially of self- 
education. 

It is clear that it is a problem which will last. Men 
are very different from one another, and will always 
be so. Any one who has had a fair opportunity to en- 
joy reasonable social intercourse knows that he will 
always be happiest in a world which it takes all sorts 
to make. And so long as men are different they will 
always associate themselves into groups or classes. 
And some of the groups or classes will always be more 
respected, and have more standing and influence of 
one kind and another in the community at large. And 
some men, and some groups of men, will always wish 
to be included within other groups, which will not or 
cannot have them. And this will create some feeling. 
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This will always be so ; it cannot but be so. But need 
there be so much animosity? Need there be real and 
serious disharmony within society ? Need it be made 
so difficult for us not to notice differences of t5rpe, that 
we are unable to go to meet people spontaneously, not 
as types, but as real persons? 

On the whole, the overwhelming verdict of edu- 
cated men is that in an educated society such dishar- 
mony is not unavoidable. It is often claimed that it 
is the great triumph of the British public schools that 
they succeed in making all sorts of people, with all 
sorts of backgrounds, capable of getting on weU to- 
gether, recognizing differences between one another, 
but without serious envy or bitter feeling of any kind. 
It is also said that our great universities are pre- 
eminently successful in accomplishing the same thing 
on an even wider scale. And though this claim is 
sometimes over-stated, and though it is also com- 
monly said that this result, where it is achieved, is 
achieved at the too great cost of pressing every one 
into the same mould; yet broadly speaking we may 
allow that the claim is substantially justified. The 
public schools and universities of this country do 
help the young to learn in their bones that it takes 
several sorts to make a world, and that those several 
sorts, even if people of each sort tend to group them- 
selves closely together for their greater edification 
and comfort, can yet live together in a wider society 
without social disharmony, and even with some mea- 
siure of lively unity. 
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The irony of the situation is that the great majority 
of the nation, and nearly all foreign observers, look 
upon the public schools and ancient universities as the 
main influence operating to maintain the extraordin- 
ary persistence and stability of class distinctions in this 
country. The fact is that their success in producing a 
high degree of social soUdarity within the pale is in 
practice correlated with a high degree of exclusive- 
ness of all persons outside the pale, however uninten- 
tional such exclusiveness may be. Understanding and 
fellow-feeling within the classes that are solid seem 
to go with the erection of an apparently impregnable 
rampart against all others. This rampart is quite im- 
passable by other groups or classes, and can usually 
be surmounted by individuals only at the cost of pre- 
tence — the pretence of being re^ly at home within 
the charmed circle. The appearances to those outside 
certainly are that any one within the pale can converse 
with any one outside only as one within conversing 
with one who is without, and not as two individuals 
might who met one another unencumbered by any 
social affiliations. Further, the appearances to those 
outside are that the individual, even with the best 
intentions in the world and with a considerable degree 
of self-command, cannot of himself effectively lower 
this barrier. So much harm has already been done 
that it is almost impossible, except under the most 
favourable and unusual circumstances, for two per- 
sons who are members of different social classes to 
meet really as man to man. Those people who have 
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the most experience of co min g into contact with all 
sorts of men and women are in general most keenly 
aware of the existence of this difficulty. While their 
experience may make the actual difficulty less, it 
commonly makes their sensitivity to it greater. And 
everybody is aware of its ill effects both in regard to 
the full life of the individual and as concerns social 
harmony. 

Now if it is true, as I think it is true, that British 
education has in a large measure this priceless secret 
of welding all kinds of people into a social whole, 
making them such that with aU their differences they 
can live together in unity, it is surely profoundly sad, 
and also profoundly silly, that we should allow our 
system of national education to be the main influence 
which serves efficiently to perpetuate the most per- 
sistent and stable class system in the western world. 
It may be true, no doubt it is true, that class hostility 
is not as bitter in this country as it has been from time 
to time in other countries. Let us be thankful for 
that. But its effects are bad enough, as everybody 
knows ; and the deadening permanence and emotional 
impenetrabihty of the barriers between social classes 
is perhaps the most powerful cause preventing an 
effective, united effort in solving national difficulties. 
Yet it is almost certain that it is wi thin our power to 
abolish the worst effects of class hostility by so over- 
hauling our national system of education as to make 
full use of that mysterious power, ingrained in the 
British tradition of education, to make all sorts live 
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together in real unity. We have surely come to the 
time when it is clear that a powerful machine like the 
public school system, so long as it is used to create 
lasting social solidarity on an improperly narrow 
basis, does more harm than good. If this is so, it is 
a criminal waste of one of the most priceless gifts 
which has ever been handed down from the past to 
any generation. 

In conclusion, then, does the existence of social 
inequalities present a problem of personal ethics ? It 
is qvdte clear that it does. The necessary changes in 
society are of such a kind that they cannot come until 
the community is ready for them, and cannot in the 
end be permanently effected except by the quiet influ- 
ence of the living and talking of individuals. It is 
certain that in the good society every man must live 
up to the knowledge that the possession of wealth is 
not the supreme end of man. It is also certain that in 
the good society education both in the school and in 
the home must be^ch as to produce real social har- 
mony in the whole community from end to end. It 
must be allowed that, as things are, we can none of us, 
as individuals, really live, or effectively encourage one 
another to live, as if we knew these things to be true 
without the severest struggle with ourselves. Yet it 
is only in proportion as more and more individuals 
succeed in doing this that the good society can come 
into being. 

In this country we pride ourselves on our mainten- 
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ance of free institutions and of personal liberty. We 
have so far refused to use our political machinery to 
force ourselves and one another, as individuals, in 
these matters. We have declined to attempt to change 
the attitude of the community to wealth by making it 
impossible by legislation for any one to have wealth. 
We have declined to force ourselves to find out the 
advantages of a different system of education by driv- 
ing all children by legislation into the same schools. 
We tend to forget that this is reasonable only if the in- 
dividual accepts his proper responsibility. The good 
man has an unanswerable case against bAig forced to 
do what somebody else thinks to be right, because he 
does spontaneously and with energy what he thinks 
to be right himself. The man who never concerns 
himself at all with what is right has no such case. Only 
so long as the individual is actively good, or at least 
so long as a fair proportion of individuals are actively 
good, can the way of free institutions and personal 
liberty justify itself as a means of eradicating real and 
recognized social evils. 



V. EARNING AND SPENDING 

R. L. HALL 

E thics is primarily concerned with our relations 
with others ; ‘earning and spending’ are concerned 
with material wealth — ^whatever can be bought and 
sold. We have therefore to consider in this lecture 
the effect on others of our economic activities. The 
subject is a controversial one, and to treat it shortly 
will require rather dogmatic methods. 

Although it is a truism that material wealth does 
not in itself bring happiness, it is difficult to convince 
either ourselves or others of its truth. This is because 
the possibility of happiness depends so much upon 
the possession of wealth: it is almost impossible to at- 
tain any of the ends men set before themselves if we 
are constantly imder-fed, cold, or unhealthy. Over- 
work, unless arising out of interest in the work itself, 
and uncertainty about the material future are also 
barriers shutting us ^ from the things we want to do. 
We cannot say any more than this, but it is common 
experience that wealth enables us to avoid the more 
obvious pains and discomforts and gives us the 
possibility of a satisfactory life; though whether we 
avail ourselves of this or not depends on other cir- 
cumstances. We can begin, therefore, with the as- 
sumption that it is to the common interest to solve 
the economic problem, that of the scarcity of material 
wealth. 
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Out wants ate greater than our means of satisfy- 
ing them, and everything we make needs time and 
material with which we might have made something 
else. Every community has to decide what sort of 
goods to produce, in what quantities and by what 
methods to make them, and in what way they shall 
be shared when they have been made; the arrange- 
ments by which these things are done comprise the 
economic system. And though no economic system 
has ever been one of completely free competition, in 
most modem countries it is still to a predominant ex- 
tent controlled by the choice of individuals. The 
combined effect of individual actions, that is, deter- 
mines the material condition of the community, so 
that it is necessary for the individual to understand 
the effect of what he does; and even when he is un- 
important he should remember that most of us are in 
the same position, and that the sum of our actions 
may be decisive. 

The system is still essentially that described by 
the economists of laisser faire, though it has been 
modified by the activities of state and private 
organizations. If a man sets himself to earn as much 
as possible from his labour or his property, he will 
naturally choose the occupation which offers him the 
highest yield. This will cause goods and services to 
be made in such quantities that the products of similar 
efforts will exchange for one another. For if one oc- 
cupation is more profitable than another, those who 
are able to do so will leave the less and enter the more 
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remunerative, thus altering the quantities made and 
therefore the prices at which the goods will sell, which 
depend ultimately on the supply available. And if 
people are prepared to pay just those prices which 
represent the ^fficulty of producing each separate 
article, these articles must be satisfying the wants of 
the community more fuUy than they would at other 
prices. 

In short, it pays to make what the community 
wants, and it is obvious that it pays to use the most 
efficient of the processes available : and competition, 
if it were unimpeded, would tend to produce this re- 
sult. Though competition is not free, owing to state 
regulations and to ignorance of profitable openings or 
inabihty to take advantage of them, yet in most cases 
some approximation to freedom is reached; and 
where this is so the greater the disparity between 
prices and cost of production, the less likely is it 
that it will continue. 

It follows from this that the man who is making 
the most profitablense of his energies or his property 
is acting not only wisely but well, in his own interest 
and in that of society. The fact that an occupation is 
profitable shows that its products are wanted, and as 
between two wants it is better to supply the more ur- 
gent. Since the available labour and capital are scarce, 
they should be used in the best way, and this is hkely 
to be the way for which most is offered. We shall 
have to consider later the modifications which must 
be made in this statement, but there is a strong prima 
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facie argument that the successful man is helping 
others as well as himself, while the unsuccessful is 
wasting the limited resources of the community. It 
can be laid down as a general rule, in fact, that if a man 
is earning a satisfactory income he is also contribut- 
ing to the welfare of his fellows ; whilst if he is not 
earning anything, he must be hving on the efforts of 
others. 

This must not be taken as a condemnation of the 
unemployed, who constitute such an urgent social 
problem in many coimtries at present. Most of these 
are people anxious to find some occtipation, and 
their position is due to circumstances over which 
they have htde control. Yet in all classes of society 
there are those who take advantage of arrangements 
for the distressed in order to live without contribut- 
ing anything, and it would be a disservice to the real 
unemployed not to point out that life would be im- 
possible for us all if such an attitude were a general one. 

What is the position of those who have all the in- 
come they require from the possession of property? 
The property is producing wealth; but there is a 
sense in which it can be argued that they are them- 
selves a burden on the community. The question is 
a difficult one, and we must content ourselves with a 
brief statement of the arguments for and against pri- 
vate ownership. The strongest objection seems to be 
that inherited wealth is distributed in a haphazard 
manner which offends our sense of equity, since it 
depends on the accident of parentage. It is also 
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argued that the possession of property enables its 
owners to accumulate more, and thus large differences 
of wealth arise which are themselves a source of un- 
happiness owing to our unfortunate propensity to 
want what others have. Further, if the whole income 
were spread more evenly among the community, 
some of the urgent needs of the poor would be met 
from what is superfluity to the rich. And since there 
are few occupations which can be carried on without 
capital, the owners of it are in a position to affect the 
lives of their fellows very deeply if they are incom- 
petent or capricious. 

The strongest argument in favour of property is 
that on the whole an economic society organi2ed on 
this basis is a practical one, which does succeed in 
supporting most of its members; while communal 
ownership does not work at all easily in a complex 
modern state, because it has no mechanism which 
automatically corrects inefficiency as losses do under 
competition. It is not inevitable that a communal state 
must coUapse; but-unless it is conducted with great 
skill and determination there is some presumption 
that we might all be worse off under it. 

It is hard to form an opinion which is not affected 
by our own wealth or lack of it. Until there has been 
a revolutionary change there is nothing to be gained 
by giving away what we have, since it would pre- 
sumably come into other private hands. But there is 
a serious responsibility on those who have great pos- 
sessions; and it is in the general interest that these 
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shoxild be used in the most efficient way, which (sub- 
ject to reservations shortly to be made) is also the most 
profitable one. If the owner of property feels that he 
should do something, it is probable, as in the case of 
the wage-earner, that he will be of most service if he 
does what is best paid; though, as we shall see later, 
he has special opportunities of making contributions 
to the common welfare of a kind the value of which 
cannot be measured by money. 

So far, then, we have reached the conclusion that if 
we earn as much as we can we are doing our best to re- 
duce that scarcity of material wealth whicliis the cause 
of all economic activity. We must now consider ex- 
ceptions to this general rule — ^methods of earning 
which are not advantageous to others ; and to do this 
it is necessary to understand the conception of a fair 
exchange, which has often exercised the ingenuity of 
philosophers. In an ordinary exchange each person 
wants what he gets more than what he gives away — 
when I buy a hat I want it more than the money; but 
the hatter prefers what I pay him, so that we have 
each gained from the transaction. Thus there is some 
meaning in saying that an e^tchange is fair when each 
party to it is getting what he thinks he is. If this is so, 
then even if what he gets is worthless in the eyes of 
others, it must be satisfactory to him or he would not 
have made the transaction. The case in which he is 
forced to do so will be considered later, when we are 
dealing with monopolies. 

Now if an exchange is not a fak one in this sense. 
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the income received by the person who gains from 
it does not involve an equivalent contribution to the 
common stock. The simplest example of this is steal- 
ing, where there is no return whatever. And further, 
if the parties to exchanges have to be always on their 
guard against deception, valuable effort is wasted on 
precautions of the nature of police measures. To be 
a cause of expenditure which would not otherwise 
have been required is to make a negative contribution 
to society, as in the familiar example of the glazier who 
employed men to break windows so that he could 
mend them. 

Thus all kinds of misrepresentation, even when 
they are allowed by the deficiencies or practical diffi- 
culties of the law, are on a different footing from 
ordinary transactions. The practice is least objection- 
able when both sides engage in it, being then of the 
nature of gambling : in which (though we may object 
to it on other grounds) there is at least a satisfaction 
from the transaction itself. The deceptions which 
take place in dealings in horses and in second-hand 
goods of all kinds, when they are confined to dealers, 
are almost a recognized rule of what may be con- 
sidered an amusement in itself; a community can- 
not live by gambling or swindling alone, for if it tried 
to do so, it would produce nothing with which to 
gamble or swindle. But when members of the public 
are involved the case is different, since they have no 
time to become expert, and usually get little direct 
satisfaction from deals in which on the average they 
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must lose. It may be pleasant enough to buy some 
valuable object for a small sum through the ignorance 
of the owner (if, that is to say, we can forget the ethical 
aspect of the matter) ; but it cannot be questioned that 
for the community as a whole the dissatisfactions out- 
weigh the satisfactions. 

Many examples of exchanges which are unfair 
because of ignorance can be found all through the 
economic world. The opportunities for making 
money by the flotation of companies which are not 
likely to justify the optimistic statements^of their pro- 
spectuses ate well known : all those engaged in such 
businesses are adding little to our wealth. In the same 
way, certain kinds of advertising, which appeal to the 
hopes or fears of the public in matters about which 
they must be ignorant, are closely akin to direct mis- 
representation, since they cause people to spend their 
money under the influence of quite mistaken ideas. 
Obvious examples of a wide class are provided by 
advertisements of patent medicines and of goods 
which will improve the appearance or charm of the 
purchaser. Not quite so wasteful, but still compar- 
able to the window-breaking glazier, are advertise- 
ments which ‘create’ transitory demands, unless it 
can be maintained that we are pleased by a succession 
of novelties of which we shall soon grow weary. 

Criticism of a similar kind may be directed against 
the devices of intensive salesmanship, by which a 
salesman induces a purchaser to buy something more 
expensive than he intended, or conceals from him the 
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fact that cheaper articles are available than those 
actually shown. Here what is bought is worth in the 
market the price charged, but, so far as pressure has 
been brought on the customer it is not worth the 
price to him; hence the transaction is not as useful 
an exchange as it might have been. The sellers as a 
class are in the same position as before, since only the 
same total amount is available to spend; but some of 
their efforts have been misdirected, since the customer 
has less for his money than he might have had. 

In the relations between employer and employee 
further examples can be foxmd. As we have seen, the 
presumption of competition is that the employer 
should give as little, and the employee obtain as much, 
as can be paid; for it is only as the result of such a 
bargaining process that there can be the most econo- 
mic distribution of labour among employments. But 
after the contract of service has been made the case is 
changed, for both sides have agreed, the one to give 
and the other to receive a certain amormt of work; 
and methods which depend on the ignorance of 
either party in order to give or to get other amounts 
than this are of the nature of deceptions. From the 
employee’s side, this may take the form of doing or 
omitting to do things which will ‘not be noticed’, and 
in general doing less than the best work possible. 
This is particularly dangerous for those in positions 
of responsibility, who have to set their own standards 
to a large extent; and for the servants of large busi- 
nesses and of Government departments who are 
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tempted to be iinduly lavish with the resources which 
they control, while sparing of their own efforts. For 
the employee, the criterion of fairness is not what he 
can extort from his employer, but what he agreed to 
do when he was engaged. 

The practice of ‘ca’ canny* or ‘going slow’ demands 
special consideration, since it is often adopted from 
a sense of loyalty to fellow workers, either through 
a desire not to set them too high a standard, or because 
it is thought that the work available will be spread 
out if it is done slowly, and the demand for labour 
thus improved. Where a particular class^f labour has 
a monopoly this end may actually be secured, but the 
same objection applies to this as to all other mono- 
polistic practices, to which we shall refer in a moment. 
In general, however, the effect is to reduce the output 
of the worker and to make the position of the em- 
ployer more difficxilt : his capacity to demand labour 
and to pay wages depends on his success as a pro- 
ducer, and the economic interest of the whole com- 
munity is served by efficient production. There can 
be no doubt that if every one worked less there would 
be less produced and therefore less to consume. It is 
the same with the objection to the introduction of 
machinery. We feel ourselves bound to sympathize 
with men who are thrown out of work for tliis reason, 
and who can hardly be expected to consider the in- 
terests of the community while their own families 
are in danger of privation. Yet we cannot doubt 
that the advances made in the technique of machine 
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production in the last century have caused a large in- 
crease in the standard of hving in industrial countries, 
and lightened the tasks and shortened the hours of 
all workers. To set our faces against the development 
of machines is to turn against a movement which 
affords the best hope of a solution of the whole eco- 
nomic problem. 

On the employer’s side, the chief danger of course 
is that he will exploit the weakness rather than the 
ignorance of his workers. Nevertheless, and speak- 
ing generally, an employer is acting in the common 
interest when he pays no more for a piece of work 
than he need; for while there is competition the ulti- 
mate effects of his profits will be to lower the price of 
his product to the public, or to increase the wages 
he must pay if he is to keep his men. When there 
is imemployment, it is particularly the case that 
he does better to take on extra hands than to raise 
the wages of his men if he is being successful. It 
hardly needs to be said that it is advantageous to 
every one to treat_employees as weU as is compatible 
with efficiency, and to pay them what is necessary to 
keep them in the same employment: there is an in- 
creasing recognition eveiywhere that this is a matter 
of sound business policy as well as of humanity. 

But where the worker can be exploited through 
his ignorance the same principles will apply. It is, of 
course, dicectly dishonest to manipiJate piece-work 
scales or rates of measurement; but to conceal from 
a worker that his services are satisfactory or valuable. 



ii6 EARNING AND SPENDING 

to lay butdens on him because he will not refuse them, 
or to pay him less than his cost of replacement be- 
cause he is not aware of this : all these are not in the 
spirit of fair exchanges. 

The exercise of monopolistic power, which occurs 
when a group or an individual controls all the buying 
or selling of a particular commodity, is also against 
the general interest. In a seller’s monopoly supply is 
restricted, and the public have to pay more than 
would otherwise be necessary; while in a buyer’s 
monopoly an exchange which is unfair to the weaker 
party can be dictated. A state has nol business to 
charge monopoly prices unless they are intended as a 
convenient form of taxation. For although, in the 
case of monopolies established or supported by the 
state, there is usually some regard for the public wel- 
fare, a scheme of restriction not meant to assist the 
revenue is usually no more than an awkward or 
indolent device to ease or to avoid adjustments which 
free competition would bring about too drastically. 
When some part of an existing output has to be de- 
stroyed, as has been done for example with Brazilian 
coffee, or when plant is kept idle or output limited, 
as in the case of the British coal scheme, we have 
something very like a confession of failure. Though 
dislocation is in itself likely to cause hardship, an at- 
tempt should be made as soon as possible to use the 
surplus capacity for some other form of production. 
Any continuing necessity of destroying what has 
been produced is offensively wasteful when there 
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is still so much poverty, and to keep resotirces idle 
is little better. 

Apart from state action, individuals are often in a 
position in which they can exert some monopoly 
power. It is indeed unusual to find individual workers 
who can improve their income by deliberately re- 
stricting the amount they do; professional men with 
special abilities are more often overworked because 
of their public activities — ^for example, great doctors 
who spend part of thek time in public hospitals. 
Where they do less than is within their power, they 
are withholding something of special value; it is a 
public virtue for them to work too hard, and a public 
disservice to do too little. But in any case, as it is 
difficult to be conspicuously successful without over- 
work, there is not much danger that any professional 
man will be able to establish such a monopoly of his 
services as to exploit the public. 

The case is Afferent, however, when there are 
groups of sellers who restrict their production. Al- 
though there is often legislation against the activities 
of such groups, they are hard to define and harder to 
control. But though we cannot give an exact defini- 
tion of fair profits, there are many occasions on which 
we can with confidence say that they are too high. 
Perhaps a test can be found by a consideration of the 
ckcumstances which prevent competition from act- 
ing in any particular case. If there is an actual scarcity 
so that everything which can be produced is on the 
market, there is no monopoly. And when, as is often 
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the case with middlemen who seem to be making 
high charges for what they do, other people could 
enter the business and do not do so, the charges can- 
not be more than enough to make it worth while 
giving the services. But where a monopoly is main- 
tained by the strength of the firm which has secured 
it, so that it adopts special tactics against would-be 
rivals, there is a clear divergence between private and 
public welfare. 

Labour organizations, especially those formed 
among professional and skilled workers, may also 
act as monopolists. This may be dorfe by restrict- 
ing entry into the occupation by high entrance fees, 
or by apprenticeship regulations or examinations 
more severe than are required to keep up the neces- 
sary standard of skill. There is a sense no doubt in 
which we can say that all wages ought to be equal; 
but we ought to add that in computing their equality 
allowance must be made for differences in skill, cost 
of training, and intrinsic attractiveness. These differ- 
ences can be measured with some precision, and if 
(after they have been reckoned with) particular kinds 
of labour obtain higher rates than would be required 
to obtain a supply of suitable labour if there were no 
organization, tiiere is a monopolistic element which 
operates unfavourably against other workers and the 
public. Where all workers together insist on rates so 
high that they cannot all be employed except at a loss, 
then those who remain at work are acting as monopo- 
lists against the community in general — ^their own 
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gain as membets of the community is less than the 
others’ losses, and the action is anti-social. 

The objection to a buyer’s monopoly is that the 
weaker party to the transaction loses more than is 
gained by the stronger. Competition, if it were per- 
fect, would operate to end arrangements like this, but 
its working is often inadequate. Common examples 
of the buyer’s monopoly are the agreements among 
dealers attending sales, which certainly exist despite 
legal prohibition. But in almost all transactions, those 
who possess knowledge and money are likely to be 
able to drive hard bargains because of the ignorance 
and the necessity of the weak and the poor. We have 
already considered the case of bargains carried out 
when one of the bargainers is ignorant. Employers 
in general have a sort of buyer’s monopoly, because 
of the difficulty which their employees find in obtain- 
ing a new position. This is particularly the case with 
married and elderly employees, who can be forced 
to endxire conditions and treatment which they need 
not have accepted-if they had been in a position to 
wait. The inaction of uncertainty is an exercise of 
monopoly which is cruel though sometimes uncon- 
scious. No one who has ever experienced imcertainty 
about anything of real importance will deny that it is 
an evil; and among the poorer sections of the com- 
munity it reaches an intensity almost xmknown to 
those who have never been uncertain about the next 
meal of their dependants. All this calls our attention 
again to the peculiar responsibility which rests on the 
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owners of property. They compete, it is true, with 
one another : but not with sufficient severity to pre- 
vent them all together enjoying a privileged situation 
at the expense of those who have none. 

It must not be supposed that all dealers should pay 
for what they buy at exactly the rates at which they 
will sell again; or that workers should be paid exacdy 
the amounts at which their products will sell. For if 
this were so it would not be worth while to be a dealer 
or employer. But the purpose of exchanges is that 
both sides should gain from them, and the best ex- 
change is that which benefits both ^des equally. 
Though it is hard to be precise about the conception 
of fairness, it remains true that the tests of it are con- 
cerned with equality of knowledge and bargaining 
power. 

Our original proposition, that we are satisfying the 
most intense needs we are able to, when we do what 
brings us in the highest return available, has now been 
qualified by the stipulation that the transactions 
should have the elusive but real quality of fairness. 
We must now consider the proposition still further, 
and to do this we must try to ^d out what money 
really measures. Though it is certainly not happiness, 
money gives command of commodities with which 
our material needs may be satisfied, and it follows 
that with a larger amount of it more of these will be 
satisfied. To live at all we must have some income, 
and to have even the possibility of happiness, self- 
development, or whatever is our aim in Ufe, most of 
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us need a larger income than would suffice for bare 
necessities. It is this which leads almost every one to 
choose from among otherwise similar courses the one 
which brings in the greater monetary return. No one 
will maintain that to be twice as rich as before is to 
be twice as happy. But the richer man has more pos- 
sibilities than the poorer, and the lower the scales of 
income with which we are deaHng, the more likely 
is it that this will be true. And since the majority of 
men have small incomes there is a strong presumption 
that the individual who produces most wealth, by 
adding most to the common stock, is helping most to 
make his goods cheap for every one : while (if we do 
not consider at this point how the incomes are dis- 
tributed) the largest contribution means the greatest 
possibility from the wealth thus produced. 

We must now ask whether all kinds of valuable 
goods are conducive to human welfare to an extent 
proportionate to their price. In one sense, it is clear 
that they are not. We should suffer more from the 
loss of all our foochthan from the loss of anything else 
which cost the same amount. But when we consider 
the last amount, say the last s hillin g, spent on each 
kind of purchase, we seem to be attempting to get 
the same satisfaction from each different use. If I got 
more satisfaction from a shilling spent on beer than 
from one spent on cider, I could improve my position 
by diverting some of my expenditure on the latter to 
the former. We do this very badly for ourselves, but 
the fact that we so often realize that we could have laid 
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out our income in a better way shows that we are try- 
ing to make the most of it, and this is secured when 
each of our final shillings on different things gives 
equal satisfaction. 

Thus it is argued that all wants leading to similar 
monetary demands are as good as one another so far 
as happiness is concerned : the fact that some one is 
willing to buy a thing shows that he wants it at least 
as much as anything else he could have got for the 
money. This may be a circular argument ethically, 
but we should be cautious about attacking it as a prac- 
tical test of wants, which are very indi'^dual in their 
character. Toleration is essential for progress, and 
though we may be ready to tell others what they ought 
to desire, we do not like them to treat us in this way. 
Yet when our desires or actions interfere with the 
liberties of others a distinction can and must be made : 
both law and morality try to prevent the individual 
pursuing his own ends at the expense of his fellows. 
For various reasons the law is imperfect, and it then 
becomes necessary ourselves to consider our actions 
from this point of view. If they are indifferent, then 
the most profitable course is best. If they are bene- 
ficial to others, there is an added reason for doing 
them. But if they are harmful, the damage to others 
should be counted as against the gain to ourselves. 

Thus all actions which ate both legal and profitable, 
but which have incidental effects which do not show 
themselves in the form of monetary gains or losses 
to the parties to the transactions, may be weighed 
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with these considerations in mind. It is difficult 
to make an exact classification, and we should be 
cautious in criticizing the behaviour of others, but 
if we are convinced that their actions are injurious we 
must not take refuge in ‘minding our own business’. 
Smoky chimneys, garden walls which obscure the 
view, unnecessary noise are all convenient examples 
of actions which damage, disturb, or annoy others and 
thus take something from them. On the other side 
we may find actions, such as opening a private park 
to the public, in which the community benefits at 
little expense to the person concerned. In our private 
affairs we try to take account of incidental effects of 
this kind, and we should do the same in our business 
transactions. 

The utmost caution is needed either in conducting 
or in criticizing businesses which please some people 
and irritate others. It is common experience that 
some forms of satisfaction are more enduring than 
others and that some are marred by subsequent re- 
grets. When we act with sufficient deliberation we 
take these factors into account, but we do not always 
do so. Hence the state can and does compel children 
and adults to do things which they do not want to do, 
and prevents them from doing things which they 
would do, at least as much in their own interests as 
in those of the public generally. But in the last resort 
every one who is neither inexperienced nor feeble- 
minded must be the judge of his own good; and it can 
be argued that the state should not prohibit or compel 
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any activity affecting the individual alone if he is of an 
age or capacity to form considered opinions. 

Yet in choosing our occupations there is surely 
some duty upon us, not to put ourselves in the posi- 
tion of suppliers of commodities which experience 
shows that the purchasers are likely to regret, how- 
ever willing they may be to pay profitable prices. For 
neither the state nor the seller finds it possible to dis- 
tinguish the experienced from the callow, the strong- 
minded from the weak. I do not say that we should 
condemn all activities which are open to abuse, for 
we are all prone to think that what we d6 not like is at 
best useless, and that what we do like is really best for 
others if they could be brought to see the light. But 
the supply of facilities of certain kinds, of which 
drinking and gambling are the commonest examples, 
may very well assist others to make themselves ob- 
jectionable, and offer a particular temptation to the 
inexperienced; hence a special responsibility rests 
upon those who choose to provide these facilities. 
The worst harm that can come from ordinary forms 
of production is that they may make something too 
plentiful and something else too scarce — ^if an occu- 
pation can easily entail doing greater harm than this 
we should be reluctant to enter it. 

The opposite course would be to enter an occupa- 
tion of less than average profitability because it is im- 
usually advantageous to tiie co mmuni ty. If we do this 
because we like it, the gain to ourselves is a sort of 
direct production of satisfaction which from our 
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point of view offsets the monetary loss. But the case 
of men who enter impaid or badly paid occupations 
from a sense of duty is important. It is clear that no 
rules can be laid down for the performance of such 
volimtary work, no calculus made by which we may 
even guess about it. We cannot say how much self- 
sacrifice by a doctor, for example, in a leper colony, 
is equivalent to so much welfare received by the in- 
habitants, for we are dealing with considerations to 
which no measure is applicable. But an enormous 
addition is made to the welfare of the community 
every year by the voluntary work of those who feel 
it to be their duty to their neighbours. Examples can 
be found everywhere — ^the work done by hospitals, 
by educational associations, by societies for provid- 
ing cultural facilities and for maintaining open spaces, 
and a great variety of work which seeks to improve 
standards of living. Those who have an adequate in- 
come from property have special opportunities in 
this way. 

Such voluntary ^workers are sustained by the con- 
viction that they are right, and do not need any 
theories to support or to criticize them. Yet we can- 
not doubt that much effort is wasted or misdirected 
because of the unquestioning acceptance of certain 
ends as universally beneficial. Every one who wishes 
to do what he can in this way should consider two 
things. First, whether a proposed change can be 
brought about without causing unwanted incidental 
changes — ^thus the systems of many native races have 
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been upset in ways which have destroyed their lives 
altogether, by those who wished to confer some par- 
ticular benefit upon them. And second, when the 
proposed change is not wanted by those to whom it 
is proposed, there is a heavy responsibility on those 
who attempt to bring it about — ^they must justify 
themselves by results, since failure is not only a waste 
of their own efforts but a negative contribution be- 
cause of the interference with others. 

In any case, we are now moving far from the field 
in which economic reasoning can be allied. Such 
reasoning is only valid where welfare of&i economic 
kind is under consideration; where, that is, an im- 
provement in the situation of some section of people 
is sought, of a kind which is obtainable by the ex- 
penditure of money. Thus the provision of drainage 
or electricity, though the recipients at present prefer 
to spend their money on other things, may well be 
justified if they realixe later that the new forms of ex- 
penditure are worth while. And the same may be 
said of attempts to improve the health, the marketing, 
or the cooking of the public, to take examples at ran- 
dom. Anything which economizes effort or material, 
or which satisfies existing wants more simply or effec- 
tively, is prima facie desirable from an economic point 
of view, whether it appears to be wanted or not. For 
we must assume that reasonable men woxxld choose 
in accordance with these criteria were the full facts 
before them. But much voluntary effort is directed 
towards effecting alterations in the aesthetic, the cul- 
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tural, and the spiritual satisfactions of the co mmun ity, 
and in these values, the exchange value is only an 
incidental constituent, for each must stand or fall 
primarily in its own right. A man who chooses to 
devote his life to the development of the musical 
appreciation of his fellows does not help his case very 
much if he shows that music, when understood, is an 
inexpensive recreation, nor is he harmed irretrievably 
in it, if it is shown that the time given to music causes 
a material loss. 

Having now considered some of the possible effects 
on others of the way we earn our incomes, we must 
consider what happens when we spend it. By spend- 
ing money on anything we encourage its production, 
and thus we should be careful whenever we feel in- 
clined to buy something which may be harmless to us, 
but the production or use of which may damage some 
one else. There are cases in which it is very difficult 
to decide : it may only worsen the position of workers 
in an xmderpaid trade if we refuse to buy its products. 
Where this aspect is^ not present, then we must re- 
member what has been called ‘the controlling power 
of demand’. To buy goods which we suspect to have 
been smuggled or stolen, or even to buy anything in 
hours when its sale is prohibited, is to encourage 
others in law-breaking, even though we ourselves 
keep on the right side of the law. In the same way it 
may be argued that if we object to performing ani- 
mals, or to hazardous employments, it is irrational to 
attend circuses or to buy the products of such employ- 
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ments. Again, there are occupations which offer 
temptations to the weak or inexperienced; and if I 
patronize them, I am making it easier for these others 
to succumb to temptation, even though I myself am 
proof against it. No clear lines can be drawn : we can- 
not say how much weight we should attach to the ad- 
vantages of allowing free choice to all ; and how much 
to the disadvantages of allowing it to those not yet 
mature. But we ought at least to know what we are 
doing when we spend our incomes. 

Personal expenditure may also have^effects on the 
feelings of others. This is largely a question of good 
manners. We can all do a great deal by ‘doing as we 
would be done by’, rather than insisting on our rights 
to do as we choose. Conspicuous expenditure, meant 
to show in public the superior wealth of the spender, 
is one of the reasons for objecting to inequalities of 
income. Thoughtless spending by the rich cannot be 
desirable in the presence of poverty; and extrava- 
gance among people of the same social class but with 
different incomes sets standards which are maintained 
with great difficulty. The remedy ought to be the 
choice of a more suitable set of conventions, but un- 
til this counsel of perfection has been taken the richer 
can help their neighbours at small inconvenience to 
themselves. 

Finally we come to the most difficult and unsatis- 
factory part of our subject, the sharing of income 
with others by the individual to whom it belongs. 
If we all received amounts proportionate to our 
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needs there would be some grounds for saying that 
this was the best distribution, but it is clearly im- 
possible to agree on a standard of needs. It cannot be 
proved, indeed, that any particular distribution is 
better than any other; few, however, will deny that 
the rich would suffer less from the loss of their super- 
fluities, as soon as they became accustomed to their 
deprivation, than the poor would gain from an in- 
crease in what Ricardo called their ‘moderate com- 
forts’. 

For a number of reasons, of which this is one, those 
who are Socialists work for a society in which there 
shall be much more equality. They hope that motives 
of a social character will eventually displace to a large 
extent the present inducements to work, which are 
mostly monetary. At present it is comparatively rare 
to find men who work their utmost entirely for social 
reasons ; and if every one were to be given the same 
income irrespective of the quantity or quality of his 
output, it is likely that there would be a general loss 
of efficiency, so thatthe position of the average man 
would be worse than it now is. Indeed, it is not easy 
to show that if we all received the same incomes the 
efficient would nevertheless be under an obligation 
to produce more than the inefficient. So that even 
if we think that equal incomes would be best, we 
ought not to want others to have them until we have 
persuaded a majority to do their best irrespective of 
the return they get. 

Yet there is still a presumption in favour of the 

4086 S 



150 EARNING AND SPENDING 

view that more use can be made of a small income 
than of the same amount added to a large one : every 
contribution from the large for the relief of the small 
will have at least the potentiality of bringing more 
satisfaction than it takes away. All the great moral 
teachers of the world have laid stress on the duty of 
those with large possessions, and a decision on this 
point is the hardest of those we are commonly called 
upon to make. Unless we can bring ourselves to 
believe that inequality of incomes is a sort of physical 
necessity, an inescapable condition of human exis- 
tence, we must face the problem of hJ)w much we 
should give away. 

Having decided how much to give, we must decide 
also how to give. Here I think that it is clear that the 
most useful assistance is that which supplements 
efforts already being made by the person helped, and 
in particular those which with assistance will be suc- 
cessful. For there can be no duty on us to reduce our 
own standards in order to allay a want which the per- 
son who feels it makes no effort to satisfy. If it is 
doubtful (as some people say) whether we ought to 
keep alive those who will never be able to help them- 
selves, it is quite certain that the vicious and the de- 
praved shotdd at least supply themselves with the 
means for their excesses. 

This concludes our hurried survey of the ways in 
which our activities in getting and spending our in- 
comes affect the situation of others. There is no need 
for us to ‘lay waste our powers’, as Wordsworth 
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feared. Many of us will never find ourselves in situa- 
tions where we shall do much active harm. But if we 
try, as we should in all questions of personal ethics, 
to consider the feelings and interests of all those who 
may be affected by our activities, it is easy to make a 
positive contribution to the well-being of society. 



VI. GAMBLING 

ty R. C. MORTIMER 

O N the question of gambling opinion is divided. 

Some class it among the vices, others among the 
amusements. For some it is a thing which conscience 
can never sanction; for others, it is like oysters or 
seed-cake — ^legitimate enough if you happen to like 
that kind of thing. But the question is one of some 
importance in these days, because the practice of 
gambling has become so widespread. II is as though 
many persons were making oysters or seed-cake their 
sole and staple diet. On any such scale, gambling is 
agreed by all to be an evil, and the existence of this 
admittedly ‘evil’ gambling has raised the question 
whether the practice in itself is inherently and neces- 
sarily ‘evil’, or whether the ‘evU’ we deplore is simply 
a regrettable abuse of an otherwise harmless amuse- 
ment. 

It is certain that the legitimacy of gambling would 
never have been called in question if it were not for 
the frequency with which it leads to moral or finan- 
cial ruin. And the discussion of the question has been 
largely confused by a tendency to equate gambling as 
such, with that form of gambling which produces 
those consequences, and to use the term ‘gambling’ 
in the sense of disastrous or ruinous gambling.* Once 
pointed out, this is immediately seen to be a begging 
* See my Gamblings pp. 26 ff. 
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of the question, which leaves entirely unsettled the 
problem of whether gambling which has not led to 
these consequences is immoral. 

There are two main grounds on which it is held that 
any gamble must be immoral. First, that it is immoral 
to make the ownership of property dependent on 
chance; and second, that it is immoral to get some- 
thing for which one gives nothing in return. 

The first of these arguments has considerable 
strength. Chance is of the essence of any gamble; 
this is true no matter to what extent the element of 
skill may enter in as well. For the moment that skill 
so predominates in the matter as to make it certain that 
skill ultimately decides the issue to the exclusion of 
chance, then by common consent the matter ceases 
to be a gamble. The playing of bridge for money 
is regarded as a gamble only so long as the skiU of 
the two sides is so evenly balanced that the ultimate 
decision rests with the luck of the cards. If it is 
not so, then the more skilful pair regard the matter 
not as a gamble, but as a lucrative employment, and 
their victims regard it at best as an expensive lesson. 

But it wiU probably not be disputed that by a 
gamble is meant a transaction in which the owner- 
ship of some piece of property is made wholly or par- 
tially dependent on chance. The opponents of gamb- 
ling maintain that such a procedure is a dishonour to 
reason and treachery to civilization. One of the chief 
functions (they point out) of the practical reason is to 
foresee and to forestall tihe future : the chief success 
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of civilization has been to protect men from the cata- 
strophes of sudden chance events. Civilization, the 
possibility of an ordered settled life, rests on a feeling 
of security. And this feeling of security is acquired 
and maintained by reason, which, worl^g with the 
instrument of cause and effect, minimizes so far as 
possible the uncertain and the unknown. 

The evidences of this effort and achievement are to 
be seen on all sides, in man’s control — or partial con- 
trol — of his environment. The advances of medical 
science have been inspired by the wish to prevent 
premature death, to ward off plagues am^ epidemics, 
and, in general, by the removal in the sphere of health 
of the uncertain and the unpredictable, to give to every 
individual a reasonable expectation of a normal span 
of life. The elaborate system of insurance has had a 
similar aim in the sphere of property. The whole 
material prosperity of the individual is no longer sub- 
j ect to destruction by a single chance event. Where, in 
the old days, a trader stood to lose everything in a 
shipwreck, now by an even distribution of risks over 
a wide area the loss is shared, and so prevented from 
involving him in ruin. The efforts of Trade Unions 
are directed towards securing permanence of employ- 
ment, independent of the chance whim of an employer 
or the transitory conditions of the markets. It is the 
aim of the Socialist party on the one hand, and of the 
Socialist element in the Fascist and Nazi doctrines on 
the other, to ensure that the possession of wealth or 
opportunity shall not depend on the chance accident 
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of birth, but that all men being given an equal oppor- 
tunity, or all being pressed into the service of the 
commonwealth, the rewards shall be apportioned ac- 
cording to merit. Since then it is the whole work and 
business of civiUzation to eUminate as far as possible 
the operations of mere chance, to make men indepen- 
dent of the unknown and the unpredictable, how can 
it be right arbitrarily and unnecessarily to reintroduce 
that element? 

I say unnecessarily, because not only cannot chance 
be completely eliminated, but on certain occasions it is 
necessary to appeal to it, and to invoke risk. Certain 
branches of trade, for instance, could not be carried 
on without speculations about future prices; and 
those speculations necessarily involve a large ele- 
ment of uncertainty. Moreover every great advance 
in human progress has been preceded by the taking 
of risks on the part of the pioneers. The opening up 
of remoter parts of the globe, and the exploitation of 
mineral wealth are obvious instances; and it would 
not be difficult tojtlunk of a great many others. In 
general a risk is judged to be necessary or justifiable, 
(i) when every effort has been made by the reason to 
minimize the extent of the unknown, (2) when the 
advantage hoped for is commensurate with the loss 
risked (i.e. it would be vmjustifiable to risk one’s life 
to save a sparrow, but justifiable to risk it to save a 
child), and (5) when the probability of a favourable 
outcome is greater than the probability of an un- 
favourable one. If this last condition is not fulfilled. 
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we ate apt to call it not a risk but a danger or at any 
rate a grave risk. A grave risk is never justifiable 
except where the second condition is amply fulfilled, 
i.e. where what we stand to gain is of pressing and 
supreme importance. 

It is then only to introduce the element of chance 
unnecessarily which we regard as wrong; and this is 
what gambling always does. To introduce it in such 
a way as unnecessarily to endanger our whole liveli- 
hood on the preceding argument must be wrong. 
For to do so is a deliberate attempt to destroy 
what reason and civilization are trying flb build up — 
security of life. But is it equally wrong to endanger 
even part of our hvelihood in this way? 

That is not so clear. In a world from which chance 
has been completely eliminated, in a world from 
which it has been eliminated even to the extent to 
which it has to-day, there is a very real danger of 
monotony. Not the monotony which results from 
the continued performance of the same activities — 
that we can always in some measure avoid. But the 
monotony which comes from the absence of any 
element of surprise, the monotony which obtains 
where nothing can ever happen but what we our- 
selves cause to happen, where we are never exposed 
to events and experiences which are beyond our own 
control — ^from this monotony gambling affords a 
refuge. And it is in part as a refuge of this kind that 
gambling is so largely practised at the present time. 

As an antidote to monotony of this kind gambling 
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has a justification. But only as an antidote, a stimu- 
lant, a recreation, an amusement. It should not be 
made the main business of life. For that would in- 
deed be a dishonour to reason, a treachery to civiliza- 
tion. But as a means of reintroducing, to a limited 
extent — limited by reason — ^that element of chance 
which has been banished from the main interests of 
life, it is justified. For risk in moderation acts as a 
mental stimulant, and much of the fun of life comes 
from the presence of the unexpected. What most men, 
I imagine, would really like, is a complete certainty 
about the security and stability of the things that 
matter, together with uncertainty about the compara- 
tively unimportant. The game of cricket would be 
futile if no one obeyed the rules, but on the other hand 
that which makes it, we are told, the greatest of games 
and raises it so incomparably far above all others is its 
‘glorious uncertainty’. 

Within a limited sphere, where it can do no harm 
to the serious business of life, it is no more wrong 
to play with chance, than, within the limited sphere 
of team games, it is wrong to play with the war 
spirit. Team games are miniature imitations of war. 
They are an expression of group loyalty. Within 
strictly enforced limits they allow an outlet for those 
instincts and emotions which on the grand scale of 
real life produce class and national wars. As provid- 
ing such harmless outlets they are of incalculable 
value. Gambling, if reason strictly enforces its proper 
limits, provides a similar outlet for the desire of 
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excitement which, deprived of the outlet afforded by 
that complete rule of chance which obtained more or 
less in primitive times, might now find some other 
more disastrous one. It was, I think, Alexander the 
Great who said that so long as his soldiers were 
gamblers he felt secure against mutiny. If then a 
man likes to find his amusement in gambling, he is as 
much entitled to spend his money on it as he is on 
cinemas or football matches. The fact that he may 
spend too much money is no more a condemnation 
of the one than it is of the other. 

But gambling is condemned on anoltier ground, 
besides that of the appeal to chance. It is argued that 
the gambler gets something for nothing, and that that 
must be wrong. Without going into the question of 
whether the principle here is right — and if it is right 
it would seem at first sight to throw doubt on the 
legitimacy of receiving a gift^ — ^it is enough to say 
that in fact the gambler does not get something for 
nothing. In the gambling contract certain rights are 
mutually conferred. In the event of one set of cir- 
cumstances A gives B the right to claim from him 
a sum of money : in the event of certain other circum- 
stances B gives A a similar right. It cannot be main- 
tained that this conferring of a right is nothing; it is 
a definite contribution, in virtue of which the gambler 
earns — ^becomes entitled to — ^his winnings. On the 
other hand it is maintained by the opponents of gamb- 
ling that, since by the terms of the contract both claims 
* See Gamhlingy p. 68. 
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cannot be substantiated, the contribution of the win- 
ner in fact amounts to nothing — ^that compared with 
the material gain of the winner this temporary and 
unsubstantiated claim of the loser may properly be 
regarded as nothing. 

But even if this be granted, yet the immorality of 
the contract has still not been proved. The insurance 
contract is of precisely the same nature. If I insure the 
contents of my house against burglary, the insurance 
company makes a bet with me. If in the course of the 
year I am burgled, the company will make good my 
losses ; if I have no burglary I shall have paid them a 
premium and got nothing in return. That is, there is 
a contract by the terms of which, in certain circum- 
stances they confer a right on me, in certain other 
circmnstances I confer a right on them and it is 
impossible for both of us to substantiate our claims. 
Where is the difference between that and the gambling 
contract? 

The difference, it is said, lies here, (i) The insur- 
ance companies render a useful service to the com- 
munity. They distribute the risks. (2) They afford 
a sense of security; the premium which the individual 
pays each year is a just price for that peace of mind 
which this security gives him. But this is to introduce 
a quite different consideration. We are no longer 
comparing the material gain of the winner with the 
material loss of the loser, but we are setting against 
a material gain a mental or spiritual asset. But the 
gambler can claim to do that equally well. If the 



140 GAMBLING 

person who takes out an insurance policy buys there- 
with peace of mind, the gambler who purchases a 
sweepstake ticket buys therewith a pleasurable mental 
excitement. If the one is justified, why not the other ? 
And as regards the first point, if the insurance com- 
pany is justified because it serves the community 
by distributing risks, may not the ‘bookie’ and the 
sweepstake promoter equally claim that they serve 
the community by distributing pleasure? They take 
rank with the proprietors of cinema halls as caterers 
for the public amusement. 

This argument, therefore, cannot be\ised to con- 
demn gambling as a whole. It is reduced to the claim 
that the gambler gets a disproportionate return for 
his money. But it is obviously a matter of difficult 
individual assessment to say how much material loss 
is a fair return for the excitement provided, and it may 
often happen that the winner gets no more than the 
loser is prepared to pay. In any case it is no argument, 
as it stands, against gambling as a whole, but only 
against gambling with too high stakes. 

To be effective as an argument against gambling as 
a whole it would have to rest either on the principle 
that to do the opposite of an insurance — ^i.e. unneces- 
sarily to incur a risk — ^is wrong, or on the principle 
that the kind of pleasure which a gamble provides 
is itself immoral. The first principle we have already 
dealt with. It is not necessarily immoral arbitrarily 
to incur a risk. The second remains. And it is 
probably this which lies at the bottom of that 
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hatred which many serious-minded persons feel for 
all forms of gambling. 

‘The sort of pleasure which the gambling thrill 
gives is wrong.’ It is not the taking of risks. That 
may often be necessary and beneficial. It is not the 
mere excitement of it — that is no worse than many 
other external stimuli, from a glass of wine to the 
reading of a detective novel, but it is the close con- 
nexion which exists between this particular thrill and 
the desire for gain. There lies its danger — ^there its 
wrongness. 

It is idle to deny that the anticipation of gain is an 
indispensable element in the pleasure of gambling. 
Those who say that they gamble purely for the fun of 
it, and do not care whether they win or lose, talk 
nonsense. They may not care much, but they do care. 
For the particular nature of the thrill of gambling 
consists in the suspense and uncertainty as to whether 
we shall lose or win something. And it is a fact that 
where winnings are prohibited — ^if, e.g., they are con- 
fiscated for charity^— gambling dwindles or ^es. Nor 
is that surprising. Y ou might as well expect people to 
continue going to the cinema when they are presented 
only with educational films, as that a man should go 
on gambling without standing to win anything. For 
as the object of the one is the excitement to be found 
in watchLag a story — an excitement of a particular 
kind — so the object of the other is the excitement to 
be foimd in winning a prize. 

It is this close connexion with the desire for money 
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which makes gambling so odious to many people. It 
is regarded by them as a form of avarice, and an in- 
citement to selfishness. And such, no doubt, it very 
often is. Where the desire for gain so predominates 
in the whole business as completely to destroy the 
element of relaxation and amusement, gambling is 
wrong, because it is then regarded solely as a means 
of making money, and from that point of view it is 
both foolish and unreasonable. Steady employment 
is at once a more probable and a more beneficial way 
of acquiring one’s living, than is the backing of 
problematic winners. And even if one^s successful 
and does back the winners, still that is no proper sub- 
stitute for work. Where, however, the desire for gain 
does not predominate, but is only allied with a desire 
for amusement and relaxation, its immorality is not 
so clear. For there is nothing wrong in the desire for 
gain in itself. Everybody desires a return for his work 
and his money, and everybody desires to receive a 
present. We only condemn people for having these 
desires, when they have them to the exclusion of 
everything else, when they are ‘obsessed’ by them. 

So that, if a gamble be indulged in solely for the 
sake of the possible wiiuiings, it might be condemned, 
on the ground that it is then regarded as a substitute 
for work, but if it be indulged in primarily for fun, 
only part of which fun lies in the lively expectation of 
gain, it would appear to be legitimate. And, except 
in the case of professional pimters, most gambling is 
probably of this nature. That is, it has as its aims the 
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provision of the twofold pleasure of a gratifying sur- 
prise. While we are young, surprises of one kind or 
another are not infrequent. For an adult they are rare : 
people do not often give him unexpected presents. 
But the desire for them persists. By indulging in a 
gamble he places himself in the position of being a 
possible recipient of one. The desire for it, the desire 
of gain, is undoubtedly present in his mind, and yet 
it is the fun of it, the excitement of being in that posi- 
tion, quite as much as the desire of the gain itself, 
which prompts the entry into the gambling contract. 
From that fun or excitement he derives a mental stimu- 
lus which gives to the gamble a value of its own, quite 
apart from the winning of any material gain. The 
desire for gain, in itself not immoral, does not neces- 
sarily in every gamble become so excessive as to make 
the gamble vicious. 

That this is so is shown by the fact that the dis- 
appointed gambler does not as a rule grudge the win- 
ner his gains. With the exception of those who are 
gambling to excess,^he gambler, though disappointed, 
does not regret having made the gamble. He bought 
a chance knowing it was only a chance, and the result 
was what he always knew it might be. Discontent, 
unrest, and envy do not necessarily result at all. If 
they do, they are signs that the gambler entered into 
a gamble in the wrong spirit, and beyond his means ; 
and such gambling no doubt is wrong. But there is a 
great deal of gambling in which these factors do not 
result at all. All that happens is that an iimocent 
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desire to receive a present and an innocent desire for 

a little excitement are allowed expression. 

I am convinced, therefore, that within limits indul- 
gence in gambling is legitimate. Where it does not 
endanger those essentials of livelihood — food, clothes, 
house, maintenance, and education of children, higher 
amusements and recreations — ^which it is the business 
of reason to safeguard against chance, and where it 
does not become an obsession, occupying a dispropor- 
tionate amount of one’s time and attention, it Ms legi- 
timately enough a humble position in the economy 
of our lives, side by side with the watcling of football 
matches and the attendance at picture houses. 

But there is one other aspect of the matter which 
deserves attention. If all things are lawful, it may be 
that not all things are expedient. Just at present gamb- 
ling is perhaps the most popular national amusement. 
While the mere statement of the quite enormous sum 
of money which annually changes hands as the result 
of gambling is no proof that the gambling is exces- 
sive (for it may be, as some people contend, that very 
few persons actually spend on it more than they can 
afford), yet the opinion of those who are best able 
to judge is unanimous that much harm is being done. 
‘We have been impressed by the spread of organized 
facilities for betting and gambling and of the habit 
of betting and gambling. The weight of the evidence 
shows that serious social consequences are ensuing.’* 

* Interim Report of the Royal Commission on hotteries and Bet- 
ting, Dec. 1932. 
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Against the united testimony of social workers of 
every kind, clergy, nurses, government departments, 
police, it is idle to argue that no problem exists, or that 
the gambling which goes on in the country represents 
only a legitimate expenditure of pocket-money. If 
anything is certain, it is that a great deal of excessive 
gambling is going on. I only stress this really very 
obvious fact, because one meets so many people who 
protest that there is nothing to worry about. The 
situation is indeed a serious one. And it owes its 
existence to the vast amount of organized gambling 
facilities afforded to the public. 

Legislation is needed and, no doubt, will shortly 
be put in hand, not indeed to take away the English- 
man’s right to gamble if he wants to, but to limit his 
opportunities of gambling to excess. In a strong com- 
munity such legislation would no doubt be both un- 
necessary and insulting, but where a malady is proved 
a remedy must be provided. Gambling is always a 
dangerous amusement lending itself very readily to 
excess. And if a great number have fallen victims to 
that excess they must be rescued, and others must be 
prevented from going the same way, if necessary 
against their wills. Restrictions on their liberty are a 
sacrifice which the strong must make in the interests 
of the weak. It is a principle which we admit and obey 
in the case of the sale of alcohol. It must also be ap- 
plied to the provision of facilities for gambling. Some 
limitation of the number of horse and greyhound race- 
courses, and of the number of racing days on each, 
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must be laid down. The dissemination of betting 
news through the public press, and the creation, 
through the medium of clubs and public houses, of 
more or less public centres of betting must be con- 
trolled. Such legislation is inspired not by Puritan- 
ism but by the principle of good government. In the 
interests both of the commonwealth and of the indi- 
vidual such measures as are possible must be taken to 
prevent and discourage the individual from falling 
into excess. Strict legislation for a generation would 
probably succeed in canalizing the gambling instinct 
into proper and legitimate outlets. Iv&re repression 
would be useless, and if attempted would prove disas- 
trous. Prohibition in America is an example of the 
wrong method. Limitation and guidance are required. 

In this connexion the question of sweepstakes is 
often raised. Would it not be in the public interest 
for the state to run periodic lotteries, and, whilst pro- 
viding this outlet, to prohibit or drastically reduce 
most other forms of organized gambling? Whether 
under those conditions laws forbidding or limiting 
public betting on racecourses, and the publication of 
betting news in the press, would have a chance of 
being enforced is a practical question which it might 
be of some interest to debate. At first sight it seems 
unlikely. Men might still prefer to bet on horse-races 
and football matches rather than in a lottery; and if 
so why should they not ? And how could you effec- 
tively prevent them? In that case, the only restdt of 
state lotteries would be to add one more to the exist- 
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ing facilities for gambling. On the other hand, it 
might be argued that men only want to gamble, and 
do not much mind what they gamble about, so that 
either by penalking other forms, or making state lot- 
teries especially attractive, you could easily wean them 
from the one form to the other. And then you would 
have this advantage, that by limiting the number of 
lotteries and the size of the prizes and the price of the 
tickets, the state would be in a position to exercise 
effective control. 

But whatever the merits of these two arguments, 
the question, in fact, is hardly ever debated along 
these lines . It generally turns on the question whether 
sweepstakes and lotteries are moral or not, and 
whether the state ought to encourage them and de- 
rive revenue from them. As far as the first is con- 
cerned, perhaps enough has been said already. One 
might perhaps add that as a way of raising money for 
charity they are wasteful and pernicious. Wasteful, 
because of the high cost of organization, pernicious 
because of the unholy alliance between altruism and 
self-seeking. For this attempt to bribe people to sub- 
scribe to charities by an appeal to their self-interest, 
there is nothing to be said. It is an insult to charity, 
and a source of offence because it tends to blunt men’s 
consciences. It obscures for them the realization 
that it is their plain duty to give alms in any case, 
wholly and completely without consideration of any 
hopes they may entertain of doing good to themselves 
thereby. To wheedle men into subscribing by offer- 
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ing them brilliant hopes is to lower our moral stan- 
dard; to flatter them with the pretence that they are 
being charitable, when in fact they are amusing them- 
selves, is hypocrisy. 

But considered as an amusement pure and simple 
lotteries are justifiable. And perhaps of all forms of 
gambling they are the most innocuous, since their 
number can be limited, and the stake is fixed. The 
serious objection to state lotteries as they are run in 
other countries, and to the Irish sweepstakes, Ues in 
the size of the prizes awarded. To win as much as 
£^0,000 by a single chance removes t&e whole affair 
out of the category of amusements. It affects the 
whole structure of a man’s life. It is a surrender to 
the sole arbitration of chance of the condition which 
determines one’s whole fife. And as such it is as much 
open to objection as to risk the /oss of one’s livelihood 
in gambling is. As far as the appeal to chance goes, it 
is the same thing. It is also against the public interest ; 
for wealth so easily and suddenly acquired brings with 
it little sense of responsibility. And it is in flagrant 
contradiction both to the Socialist principle that 
wealth should be proportionate to merit, and to the 
Conservative principle that wealth should be entailed 
in those families who have become trained and accus- 
tomed to use it as trustees of the public interest. But 
if lottery prizes were so limited as to bear some pro- 
portion to the price of the ticket and so to resemble 
more the receipt of a present than the inheritance of 
a fortvme, little moral objection, I think, could be 
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found to them. And this further advantage would be 
added that, with the same funds to be isposed of, 
a greater number of people would secure prkes and 
the consequent happiness would be more widely 
distributed. 

But though state lotteries with small prizes might 
be the most satisfactory form of public gambling in 
certain circumstances, the present moment, with our 
existing laws and the national temper what it is, is not 
the one for introducing them. What we need is not 
more facilities but fewer. Nothing must be done 
which would appear to give public encouragement 
to gambling, but rather the reverse. The swollen 
extent of the present facilities is no doubt chiefly due 
to the public demand, and they can never satisfactorily 
be reduced by law alone. The demand must first be 
lessened. There is room here for a self-denying ordin- 
ance on the part of all conscientious persons who 
feel seriously in the matter. Before patronizing any 
public form of gambling, whether by sweepstake or 
‘bookies’, they ought to ask and answer in all earnest- 
ness the question ‘Does not even one single contribu- 
tion help to swell the demand, and keep alive a public 
evil?’ It seems to me that, if they feel the present 
facilities for gambling to be excessive, they cannot in 
conscience contribute one penny to their continu- 
ance. This is a matter not of law but of expedience. 
It is not that public forms of gambling are wrong, but 
that at the moment they ought to be discouraged. In 
happier times or in another country, conscience may 
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interpose no bar. But here and now, duty towards 
the weaker brethren demands that we do nothing 
which can make it easier for them to stumble. 

And there can be no question that, if conscientious 
persons in England boycotted the use of public forms 
of gambling on these grounds, their example would 
be infectious; the demand would fall, and the gamb- 
ling habit be restricted to proper proportions. That 
conscientious persons should be meticulous not to 
overstep the bounds of amusement and recreation in 
their own gambling goes without saying. That they 
should resolutely frown on and discourige all obvious 
excess in others is a matter of course. But something 
further is needed. At the moment they should abstain 
from all public gambling altogether; they should deny 
themselves even that moderate amount which is legi- 
timate to them. And, if they derive great amusement 
from this particular form of recreation, let them con- 
fine themselves to betting with their friends, and run- 
ning sweepstakes in the privacy of their own intimate 
circles. In the pubhc interest this is surely no great 
hardship to endure. 

To the question, then, ‘May I buy a ticket in the 
Irish sweep, or bet with a bookie on a racecourse?’ 
the answer would be, ‘In other circumstances you 
might, but things being as they are at present, you 
ought not’. 

NoU. This essay was already in type before the contents of 
the Bill dealing with lotteries, &c., recently introduced in the 
House of Lords, were made public. 
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fy J. S. BEZZANT 

E thics and teligion result from two deep and 
interlacing activities of personality. History and 
experience show that they are connected yet distin- 
guishable, and also that the varying degrees of dis- 
tinctness do not amount to separation. If separation 
occurs the consequence is damage both to ethics and 
to religion. Whitehead’s warning against the obses- 
sion that religion is necessarily a good thing is not 
superfluous the survival of inadequately moralized 
religion, when well-grounded ethics can recognize it 
as such, probably does more harm than good. It is 
doubtful whether there has ever been an entirely non- 
ethical religion, if religion be judged by its contem- 
porary ethical standards; if there has been, then such 
a religion and religion that has become moralized are 
two different things, which may be in part historically 
continuous but hWe no actual identity in any sense 
which is significant. Theories of ethics and religion, 
and of their relations, must take account of these facts, 
and not do them violence in the interests of abstract 
consistency. 

The distinctions are real: they have often given 
rise to actual conflict. The moral activity and experi- 
ence need not contain elements which are inseparable 


* Reliffoa in the Making, p. 17. 
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from the specifically religious activity and experience. 
Nor need the consequent ethics. Ethics builds on the 
foundation that the moral consciousness and its judge- 
ments of value carry their own authority. The essence 
of moral obligation is that my duty is my duty whether 
I like it or not and that plainly it ou^t to be done. A 
moral judgement is ‘subjective’ in the sense that it is 
within the experience of a living subject, but it is essen- 
tially ^/»i^/«^in character. It is recognized as ‘objective’ 
at least in the sense that it ought to be equally binding 
on any other man in exactly the same circumstances. 
It is therein distinguished from subjective tastes and 
feelings such as that certain dishes are nice or nasty : 
these are not ‘objectively’ either nice or nasty, but are 
simply nice to one man and nasty to another. We do 
not seriously say that other persons ought to share our 
tastes in food and drink. But that is a position which 
ethics can never adopt in regard to moral judgements 
without ceasing to be moral. When conscience — or 
reason exercising itself on moral issues — delivers a 
judgement, we may not, without being immoral, ask 
or be guided by whether it is pleasant or convenient 
to act on that judgement. 

Nor is the imperative nature or the content of moral 
demands conceived as deriving from any externally 
imposed command or from the sanction of God. To 
perform any acts simply because they are commanded, 
apart from a confirming judgement of our own in- 
sight that they ought to be done — even though such 
acts may be those commonly reckoned as good — ^is 
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not to act morally.* Such acts may be right but they 
are not morally right. Indeed, to accept externally 
prescribed rules, otherwise than by the confirming 
judgement of conscience that we ought to accept them 
because they are seen to be right, is at least amoral or 
non-ethical, and tends to become immoral and un- 
ethical. Hence a real autonomy or independence of 
judgement is essential to a moral person and to moral 
advance, and ethics must insist upon it. 

But the experience of moral obligation — that cer- 
tain actions are right and ought to be done or that 
they are wrong and ought not to be done — does not 
itself imply any immediate or direct theological belief; 
in itself it contains no explicit reference to any such 
belief. Man can recognize some things as beautiful 
and value them ; but it is a further question, and not an 
inseparable element in the experience itself, whether 
beauty is the work of a divine artist, and it is a ques- 
tion which cannot be answered by confining atten- 
tion to the experience and value of beauty. In the 
same way man can-recognize the imperative or bind- 
ing nature of judgements of conscience without im- 
plying a divine legislator. The reality of God may be 
and often is thought necessary if the objectivity of 

‘ Except, of course, as a means towards the realization of 
ends which are judged to be morally right and which cannot 
otherwise be realized. If external commands are accepted in 
the faith that the doing of what is commanded will lead to 
personal insight that it is right in itself, the acceptance is moral, 
and the law originally imposed externally must either become 
our own tight insight or be rejected. 
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judgements of conscience is to be logically or reason- 
ably justified; it may be thought that the existence of 
God alone guarantees that moral judgements are 
values for any Reality beyond human valuers; but 
such theological belief itself logically presupposes the 
previous activity of the moral reason. 

Religion is always something more than moral 
activity and of inferences therefrom. Notoriously 
difficult to define, it is, as Dr. Webb says, ‘always a 
conscious relation or attempt to get into relation with 
what, however crudely imagined or conceived, is yet 
imagined or conceived as somehow cf)ntaining in it- 
self the mysterious power at the heart of things. It 
thus always involves at least an implicit view or 
theory of what, when reflection is sufficiently ad- 
vanced, is seen to be the world or life as a whole, and 
at last to be the Ultimate Reality.’ Morality, on the 
other hand, apart from religion ‘is not, in the same 
way as religion, essentially a conscious relation to 
what is within or below or behind or above (we may 
use which metaphor we will) the “number of things” 
of which “the world is full” Not only so, but as 
reflection advances, religion, if it is not to become a 
compromise dangerous to its own health and advance, 
is seen to demand dependence upon its Object; and 
not a dependence which begins only when and where 

■ C. C. J. Webb, A Century of Anglican Theology, p. 65. The 
three chapters on Morality and Religion seem to me, if leave 
to say so may be taken, to be marked by uncommon breadth 
and depth of judgement, and I refer readers to them for fuller 
treatment of some of the themes of this essay. 
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we may find ourselves unable to stand morally in our 
own strength or by our own insight, but an utter 
dependence. Here the distinctness between ethics 
and religion seems to amount to a contradiction and 
is sometimes accepted as such. 

Again it is a fact of experience and of history that 
the moral and religious capacities are not equally sen- 
sitive in different men nor even blended in equal 
strength in the same man. That the pure in heart 
shall see God and that religion is vain deceit or deli- 
berate hypocrisy when it does not issue in a more 
exalted morality than exists without it — ^these are 
judgements which could only be made when religion 
has been moralized in the most penetrating fashion, 
or when men recognize that it ought to be. In fact, 
the religious temperament or capacity for religion 
does exist quite genuinely side by side with moral in- 
sensitiveness in the one person; and a man can be 
intensely aware of the inexorable dernands of the 
moral law without any awakening of his capacity 
for religion or any^xplicit recognition of God. His- 
tory often shows ethics and religion going their own 
particular ways, and their strained relations are some- 
times more apparent than their interaction. Beliefs 
and practices have been treated as sacred by religion 
when contemporary ethics has condemned them as 
unethical, and when religious persons themselves 
would have condemned such beliefs and practices 
if applied in other spheres of thought and action. 
Religion by its nature attaches sacredness to its own 
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past history and traditions and is thus always con- 
servative. Even when ethical criticism makes it- 
self felt as something other than impiety, religious 
reverence always tends rather to allegorize or ‘spiritu- 
alize’ ethically condemned beliefs than to abandon 
them frankly, and to feel a sense of loss in giving up 
its past practices when ethics no longer approves 
them. Religion is never only concerned with know- 
ing: its relations with its Object have some of the marks 
of a personal relation even when the Object itself is 
not conceived as personal. Man’s relations to an im- 
perative moral law are not the onl^ means of his 
approach to God, and it is always dangerously easy 
to forget, even when the proposition is intellectually 
accepted, that they must condition other ways of ap- 
proach. It lies near at hand to think that God can be 
approached in other less exacting and more indulgent 
ways. These have a more popular appeal and en- 
courage the idea of special privileges bestowed upon 
the friends of God. The demands of morality are 
compromised. Mercy is contrasted with the moral 
law, or with Divine justice, as in the picture of the 
Mother of Mercy with outstretched arm to stay the 
wrath of her avenging Son. Compromises of this 
kind foster consequent superstitions which in popular 
religion come to count for more than the essentials 
of ethical religion. Transgression and its conse- 
quences are thought to be wiped out by non-moral 
transactions or non-moral ceremonies. Thus reli- 
gion loses its spiritual character and morality is cor- 
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rupted. The personal relation between the believer 
and God does not become or ceases to be a morally 
personal relation but issues in impersonal dealings 
which ethics can only condemn as immoral. 

It is from ethics that the most serious criticisms of 
a religion can come, though they may be long in 
making themselves felt by the generality of religious 
people. From the moment it is realized that God is 
righteous a doctrine or a practice may be condemned 
as unethical and as false by the moral conscience. If 
that happens, a doctrine or practice so condemned 
cannot be maintained or established on any other 
grounds except at the cost of outraging the very con- 
sciousness whereby we may recognize any doctrine 
to be of God. The more thoroughly a religion is 
integrated with morality (as in Christianity) the more 
certainly does progress in that religion and in its theo- 
logy depend upon keeping this principle steadily in 
view, and upon increasing sensitiveness to its implica- 
tions. At least from the time of Amos’s great protest 
against the largely^on-moral religion of his day, the 
work of the prophets of Israel was deeply concerned 
with securing the full exercise of a growing moral 
consciousness within the sphere of reUgion; and we 
may claim that in Christianity the integration of 
morality and religion reaches its highest point, with 
moral freedom not only secured but inspired. For 
criticism and revision of the doctrinal and moral con- 
tent of our religion is carried on in the light shed by its 
own highest values, a work made easier in one sense 
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if more exacting in another by historical methods of 
study and by Biblical criticism. And such criticism 
as comes from without is the work of conscience 
moulded by an environment largely indebted to 
Christianity. 

The last point is significant for another and deeper 
aspect of our subject. It must not be thought that the 
relations of ethics and religion are the simple story of 
religion’s debt to autonomous ethics. It is not a fact 
that sensitive moral conscience and exalted ethics best 
maintain themselves in practical or theoretical isola- 
tion from religion. Ethical theories wfeich teach that 
it should be so take too narrow a view of human 
nature, build upon inadequate data, and often mistake 
abstractions for actualities. 

Conscience is not like a sensitive mechanical gauge 
which, when faced with moral choices, automatically 
indicates either right or wrong. That is a view of 
conscience which has often made men weary of its 
name. It is not infallible ; but it is educable ; it grows 
with its own exercise, but to grow rightly it needs the 
right environment; and the right environment is an 
ethic grounded in so much of reality as is within our 
knowledge or may be within our reasonable belief. 
Most men, though they feel in varying degrees the 
imperatives of conscience, must be able to believe 
that the distinctions between right and wrong corre- 
spond to something at the heart of things — ^to reflect 
the nature of something beyond themselves; other- 
wise the imperatives tend to become less urgent, and 
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morality to be treated as though it were merely what 
others think about human conduct. It is as it comes 
home to them in and through sincere religion that 
most men feel the constraint of the moral law most 
strongly; and it is no less a fact that denial of God 
tends, in the long run, to undermine conviction that 
morality is objective and binding, even though it may 
not at once result in conscious rejection of ethics pre- 
viously held, or in changes of actual conduct. That is 
at least true — of most of those who reject religion — 
to an extent which makes the exceptions notable; and 
the exceptions are not independent of the religion 
which exercises indirect influence upon them through 
their environment. No doubt a kind of morality 
would still be necessary for individual well-being 
and to hold the community together even in a world 
in which no one believed in God, or in abiding values 
to be actuaUzed through right use of the present 
world, or in immortality, and in which the voice of 
prayer and praise was nowhere heard; but there is 
little reason to think that the finer fruits and graces 
of morality would flourish and increase or even sur- 
vive in such a secularized society. Notwithstanding 
the frequent criticism of religion by ethics (which in 
the long run is accepted by religion) it cannot be 
denied that progress in morality no less than in reli- 
gion has largely consisted in and resulted from bring- 
ing them together. This fact is more important than 
the abstract arguments by which some theorists claim 
ethics as an independent philosophy and deny that 
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religion can speak the last if any word on moral issues. 
If inadequately moralized religion can easily become 
something human life would be as well without, there 
are grave defects in a non-religious ethics which at 
last make it impotent to save religion from that fate. 
Moral aspirations within abstract systems of ethics 
have not inspired anything like the same intensity of 
devotion found among those who, believing in a holy 
and personal God, have sought to be made like unto 
Him. That the universe is the work and an expression 
of the nature of a personal God is the belief about it 
within which the hold of morality on t Ae human mind 
has attained a maximum intensity and extent. The 
appeal of a living personal influence is far stronger to 
personal beings than the appeal of abstract theory, 
however self-consistent; it is the most potent of all 
moral motive influences. The reverence and love of 
God — as the love of a Person whose rule of love is the 
only ultimate power there is, and who is the source 
and spring of conscience itself no less than of all good- 
ness — ^is the one emotional influence, whether of a 
personal or social kind, which will assuredly always 
support and intensify the demands of morality. If reli- 
gion be this, then it is something which must slowly 
permeate all human activities, and most directly the 
moral, and can never be sharply marked off from 
them. When such religion does not have these effects 
its implications ate being overlooked, or else ob- 
scured by other elements in it which are really incon- 
sistent with its own highest content. Freely to refuse 



ETHICS AND RELIGION i6i 

the evil and to choose the good, according to the pre- 
scriptions of ethics, lacks the depth and earnestness 
which is characteristic of the religious attitude to- 
wards goodness and sin; the rigorously moralist 
temper, apart from the atmosphere of living religion, 
does not normally or easily exhibit the finer graces of 
sympathy and humility which have flourished where 
grace is accoimted higher than law; and there is much 
in the modem world which goes to confirm belief 
that, when religious faith decays and theology is con- 
sidered superfluous, the inexorable demands which 
ethics, after separation from religion, may certainly 
for a time continue to make, are not in fact main- 
tained. These results may reasonably be thought to 
correspond with the nature of man, which is not only 
moral, and of the world in which he is set. To say that 
they will be otherwise when human evolution is 
further advanced is but to make drafts upon the 
future which there is little indication and no guaran- 
tee that it will honour. 

Religion is concerned not only with what ought to 
be but also with what is. If ‘what is’ includes God, 
moral conduct cannot exclude conduct towards God. 
An ethic concerned exclusively with man’s relations 
with man neither has nor can have any groimds of 
confidence that its ideals will ever be actualized, or 
that they are anything more than human values. So 
far as the content of ethics alone can inform us, the 
universe may destroy both us and all our values. The 
moral man will reply that even so they ought not to 
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be regarded as less binding. The religious man en- 
tirely agrees, though he may entertain a well-grounded 
doubt as to whether in fact it will be so. The point is 
that there may be features about the universe which 
do not confirm the view of its nature which the moral 
life of man may seem to indicate. Hence it is only by 
reference to a wider field than that of purely ethical 
phenomena that either religion or philosophy can find 
adequate grounds distinct from of confidence 

that ethical and other values are more than values/or or, 
and that they are ‘intimations of that Ultimate Reality 
whose essential attributes are manifested therein’. 

Ethics alone cannot decide ultimate questions about 
the nature of the universe and of man; while the 
answers to those questions will in practice have pro- 
found effects upon human conduct and ethical theo- 
ries. Some uphold materialistic naturalism as the 
sufficient accoimt of existence. Man is then a part of 
a mindless and purposeless Nature : the real stuff of 
man is the impulses, cravings, and passions which he 
shares with the animals of whom he is but the clever- 
est. Ideals, including moral ideals, in the last resort 
are dream-work. Many practical and emotional con- 
siderations may then maintain as a conventional stan- 
dard the morality which has been built up on other 
views of man; but it is not likely either that the 
Naturalist wiU be uninfluenced by his doctrine of the 
world and of man, or that his conscience will deliver 
the same judgements, or judgements of the same 
urgency, as the conscience of the Humanist for whom 
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man, his civilization and culture are the highest reali- 
ties the universe contains. Again, the Humanist may 
regard the service of humanity and of human culture 
as the all-sufficient inspiration of human conduct; he 
may treat religious beliefs and inspiration as flimsy 
imaginings no longer needed by human nature which 
has grown to full stature ; and he may profess indiffer- 
ence to the issue whether human cultural values bear 
any relation to realities of abiding and eternal worth. 
If so it is unhkely that either his moral judgement or 
his ethical theory will be the same as those of the 
ethical Theist or the Christian who believes that man 
bears the image of God to whom nothing that is not 
good may be ascribed, and whose rule is the only final 
power; that the universe admits of fellowship with 
God; and that the meaning of hziman life is not ex- 
hausted in the visible and material world, nor confined 
within the limits of the present hfe therein. But in 
deciding between the claims of materialistic Natural- 
ism, Humanism, and Christianity to be true, other 
considerations besides those of purely ethical phe- 
nomena must be taken into account; though, if there 
are other grounds of reasonable faith that the universe 
is teleological, the ethical life of man will appear the 
most important factor as indicating what at least part 
of the purposed end is. Man’s moral conscience will 
then tell him most about the purpose and character 
of God, and other elements in his relationship to God 
will be subordinated to and conditioned by the moral 
relationship. 
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The conception of the nature of ethics which best 
accords alike with the history of ethics and of human 
moral life, and which is also most congenial to reli- 
gion, is that ethics is neither ‘a science of absolute 
values’ nor a matter of merely individual and subjec- 
tive likes and dislikes. Ethical judgements do indeed 
claim to be right, true, and imperative, independently 
of the agreement of particular individuals; they are 
right in all normal circumstances and may be ‘prac- 
tically absolute’. But it does not follow that they are 
right unconditionally or universally: that is an un- 
necessary and imjustified theoretical Idap. In fact we 
cannot lay down the simplest ethical maxim as being 
right in itself regardless of all circumstances, conse- 
quences, or stages of human development.* Such 
maxims will be foimd to have no significance apart 
from specific persons and circumstances; and their 
application by those persons in those circumstances 
is always something of a venture, never a merely cau- 
tious and sensible adjustment of action to a priori cer- 
tainties. It is in making the venture conscientiously 

* On this point (as on much else relevant to the relations of 
ethics and religion) see The Threshold of 'Ethics, by K. E. Kirk, 
pp. 29 ff. It is because certain sets of circumstances prevail 
very widely and remain practically constant that we can apply 
certain ethical maxims by ‘rule of thumb’ methods, without 
the sense of venture. But there is no guarantee that the 
circumstances will always prevail or prevail universally; 
a situation may at any time arise in which a judgement of 
conscience is required to decide whether any such maxim as 
‘Always do so-and-so’ or ‘Never do so-and-so’ does or does 
not apply. 
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that moral conduct consists, that ethical insight is 
deepened, and moral progress advanced. 

‘From the desired to the desirable, from the concrete 
good, that is good for something, to the good in itself, 
from the sub-personal to the over-individual, and from the 
social to what may be called the over-social or the absolute, 
there is a way. But there is no deductive way back from 
high abstractions, so reached, to particular moral judge- 
ments relevant to specific Actual issues. Necessary truth, 
in ethics as anywhere else, is purchased at the price of pos- 
sible irrelevance to Actuality, and therefore — ^in one sense 
— of meaninglessness. ... It may prove to be concerned 
with abstract concepts to which names can be given, but 
which have no denotation.^* 

History and experience show that it is in the setting 
of living religion that morality maintains its securest 
hold and the teachings of ethics attain maximum in- 
fluence. It is obvious that the generally accepted level 
of morality has been far below the standards of the 
religiously inspired ethics of Jesus. But it is equally 
clear that religion^^ only be kept spiritual, sane, and 
free of superstition, so long as it is fully integrated 
with and permeated by the highest attainments of 
ethical insight. Religion has, in fact, often sanctioned 

* F. R. Tennant, Philosophical Theology^ vol. i, p. 153 f. The 
chapter on ‘Valuation and Theory of Ethical Vdue’ is a drastic 
criticism of ‘absolutist’ ethics. It is such ethical theory, and 
ethics as a kind of phenomenology dealing with essences said 
to be apprehended by an intuition at once immediate and self- 
evident, by which the most irreconcilable antinomies between 
ethics and religion may easily be set up. 



i66 ETHICS AND RELIGION 

doctrines and practices condemned by the more en- 
lightened and sensitive moral consciences, and has 
claimed to override their judgements in moral issues. 
The ethical demand for moral independence is as 
thoroughgoing as the religious demand for depend- 
ence upon God. Yet a reUgion which limits the free- 
dom of morality thereby degrades it; while a moral 
legalism in alliance with religion will always appear as 
a formalizing if not as a corruption of true religion. 
Hence, in spite of the warnings of history and the facts 
of experience, there is a modem tendency in ethical 
theory to detach morals from the inspirStion, motives, 
and authority of religion, while allowing religion to 
be autonomous in its own sphere. Boundary lines 
are drawn; fundamental contradictions are unrecon- 
ciled; isolated religion looks askance at the appeal to 
conscience as rebellion against God, while ethics must 
needs regard communion with God and dependence 
on Divine grace as inconsistent with true morality 
and as weakening moral personality. 

An outstanding instance of this position will be 
found in the great treatise on ethics by Hartmann.* 
In this work it is fully recognized that there is a deep 
inward connexion between ethics and religion; but 
there is a boundary line between their respective 
domains. Critical ethical philosophy has ‘set up bar- 
riers against the dictatorial aggression of rehgious 

* Ethics, by Nicolai Hartmann, particularly vol. iii, ch. xx. 
(Authorized translation by Stanton Coit in The Library of 
Philosophy.) 
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thought’; it has become ‘independent master’ of cer- 
tain ethical problems with which religion has dealt and 
still deals; and thereby ‘at the same time secures the 
independence of religion within its own boundaries’. 
In religion ethical problems come under a point of 
view different from that essential to ethics. This in it- 
self is no occasion for conflict. It may be, Hartmann 
says, that religion constitutes a higher stratum in 
which the contents of ethics ‘show themselves in a 
new and more significant aspect’; and continues : 

‘That in Idea such a relationship may hold good, we may 
quietly assume without doing violence to one or the other 
domain, so long at least as we keep in mind that it is only an 
assumption. Moreover, the circumstances are by no means 
such that the emergence of contradictions destroys the 
value of such an assumption. Antinomies prove nothing 
against the co-existence of what is antinomically divided, 
even though they should prove to be genuine antinomies, 
that is, should be insoluble. They only prove the inability 
of thought to comprehend the co-existence.’ 

This learned writer is fully aware that there ate 
many facts which seem to justify both sides of the 
alleged antinomies between ethics and religion. But 
‘whoever takes his stand on one of them, to him the 
opposite side will always seem unnatural, violent, 
preposterous. But precisely such preposterousness 
is characteristic of the whole problem.’ His final word 
is that it is not ethics but the philosophy of religion 
which conjures up these antinomies. 

Fundamental in Hartmann’s ethical philosophy is a 
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kind of apfiorism and absolutism which cannot be 
examined here. The alleged contradictions between 
the demands of ethics and of religion may be sharp- 
ened by that philosophy, but they have often been 
urged on the basis of like ethical philosophies. Ethics 
expounded and maintained as ‘a science of absolute 
values’ is inconsistent with knowledge about how we 
come to know and with how in fact we have attained 
the ethical values we recognize. If we may take ethical 
experience as absolute it is not clear why we may not 
take scientific experience of the physical world as 
absolute; which if we do we must nee^s adhere to a 
materialistic naturalism which leaves no grounds for 
any view of ethics as dealing with more than subjec- 
tive preferences, which then do not allow us to infer 
anything from them about the nature of reality. 

Ethical experience is but part, if a profound part, 
of human experience. A philosophy built exclusively 
upon it can no more claim to be absolute than can a 
philosophy built exclusively upon the data of natural 
science, or a theology built only upon the distinctive 
elements in religious experience, and ignoring the 
implications of other experience and knowledge of 
the world. Absolutist ethics on the one hand, and on 
the other a conception of religion and theology which 
assumes that we are able to prescribe what it befits 
omnipotence and omniscience to do, and then to argue 
downwards from God, will always lead to insoluble 
antinomies between ethics and religion. The anti- 
nomies are less insoluble if, alike in ethics and theo- 
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logy, we reason from our actual experience and from 
the way in which God actually deals with sons who 
bear His image. 

The fundamental consideration which preserves 
inviolate the moral freedom essential to ethics, and 
which alone keeps reUgious dependence spiritual, is 
that the religious relationship with God is not any 
kind of relationship, such as one in which man is 
dominated by a God who is impersonal force, but 
that it is a personal relationship.^ This is the key to the 
solution of many otherwise insoluble antinomies, 
some of which we will briefly consider. 

It is frequently contended that for ethics nothing, 
neither God nor any fiat of His power, stands behind 
moral values and our duties in regard to them; and 
it is represented that for religion it is only because 
moral claims are regarded as Divine commands that 
their contents are felt to be moral values. 

Now no doubt some religious teaching gives 
ground for drawing such a contrast, but nothing con- 
sistent with a trulymoralized religion does so. On the 
contrary, the fact is that where there is full conscious- 
ness of personality, reflection upon the sacredness 
of judgements of conscience has itself often seemed 
to point to, if not to require, a personal Law-giver. 

• It is the thorough-going application of this principle, in 
an outlook which neither evades the implications of modern 
knowledge bearing on religion nor tones down the require- 
ments of religion, which makes Dr. John Oman’s little book 
Grace and Personality such a valuable contribution to modern 
theology. My debt to it is very great. 

4086 
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A personal relation to Him is then felt to be a more 
truly moral relation than is obedience to an impersonal 
and abstract moral law. The moral law is not then 
thought of as something externallyprescribed byGod, 
because the idea of God then includes the idea that 
God himself works with man, never otherwise than 
through man’s reason and willing nor ever by over- 
bearing them. God as personal Spirit transcends the 
moral consciousness of man made in His image, but 
His will cannot, in a personal relationship, be known 
except as it is one with the manifes^ authority im- 
plicit in man’s moral consciousness and experience. 

This has the closest bearing upon the further alleged 
contradiction that ethics is concerned only with man 
while religion is concerned wholly with God, so that 
God is everything and man nothing. It is said to be 
an ethical perversion that even God should take pre- 
cedence of man, whereas religion regards man’s will 
as good or bad according as it recognizes God’s will, 
and either does or does not humbly set it above his 
own. 

Here again much religious language could be 
quoted which would support such assertions. But 
in fact no truly religious and moral person who con- 
ceives of his relation to God as a personal relation 
(which God always respects, or why has he made us 
persons and not just things ?) feels any contradiction 
between reliance upon his own conscience and his 
dependence upon God; he neither measures his own 
will against God’s, nor feels his duty towards God 
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and his duty towards man to be alien to each other. In 
the last resort the religious man excludes nothing from 
the judgement of the moral conscience. It is only be- 
cause he can recognize goodness in its own light that 
he has any sure means of knowing what the will of God 
is : were it not so, he would be without a standard by 
which to judge of doctrines whether they be of God. 
It is always an important duty to see that the moral 
reason is enlightened and sensitive; moreover both 
religion and morality are thoroughly social, and we 
may not rightly judge as mere individualists without 
proper regard to the judgements of our brethren in 
society and in the church. But in the last resort the 
religious man no less than the moralist cannot hold 
anything to be right or wrong, good or bad, if con- 
science persistently decrees to the contrary. There 
can be no ultimate conflict between the moral will of 
the religious man and the will of God if that be also 
a moral will. Thus the Christian accepts the teaching 
of Christ as authoritative : it is authoritative in charac- 
ter in the sense thatit is all ‘verily, verily’, and is not 
tentatively deduced from doubtful premisses. But 
neither on that account nor on any other does Jesus 
ever suggest that his teaching is absolved from com- 
mending itself before the tribunal of conscience. On 
the contrary, its authority and its strength lie pre- 
cisely in its power of self-authentication before that 
tribimal — ^in the ‘Amen’ which it calls forth from the 
moral conscience. It is not otherwise with St. Paul; 
he teaches with authority, but he expressly writes of 
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‘commending ourselves to every man’s conscience in 
the sight of God’. It is in the individual mind and 
conscience that religion no less than ethics must 
establish its strength and its certainties if it is ever to 
have any effective measure of either among thoughtful 
men. If religion is a personal relation to God, even 
the Divine gift of faith cannot be given and is not 
spiritual except as it can increasingly become our own 
insight freely recognized and acted upon. The truth 
is well put by Dr. Oman: ‘To be independent moral 
persons, legislating for ourselves, so far from being 
hostile to true knowledge and right seWice of God, 
is the imperative condition without which God can 
neither be known nor served.’* 

The personal response of the human conscience 
and will which God requires, and which alone is a 
personal relation at aU, can only be given as we see 
and accept the will of God to be good. It is the inde- 
pendence of the moral conscience which increasingly 
determines our whole relation to God; without it 
there can be no personal dependence upon God, for 
God’s will and the moral order are one and caimot be 
imposed by any other reason than the reason why we 
judge it to be right. Only so can we know it to be a 
Divine decree. ‘Only by being true to ourselves can 
we find the reality which we must absolutely follow, 
yet only by the sense of a reality which we must abso- 
lutely follow can we be true to ourselves.’ It is not 
strange that history and experience, which show the 
* Grace and PersonaUty, p. 53. 
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practical consequences which follow from sincerely 
held beliefs, also testify to the damage which ensues 
both to morality and to religion from separating 
either from the other; and ethics and theology dare 
not effect the separation in the interests of a formal 
and abstract theoretical consistency, and at the cost 
of violence to what is actual. 

It may further be urged that it is only in abstract 
ethical theory such as is aloof from fact that morality, 
without religion, can maintain its own essential inde- 
pendence. Man’s recognition of the demands of the 
moral law is one thing; his ability to fulfil them is 
another; the consequences of his inability are yet an- 
other. The most exacting of moral demands is that we 
should seek to judge with an ever increasing and more 
penetrating conscientiousness.^ But has man the 
power to actualize every ideal of which he can con- 
ceive ? Is it enough to prescribe ‘You can because you 
ought’ ? The answer of experience is not in doubt. Ex- 
perience shows that the prescription is likely to be re- 
versed so as to read-^You ought not when you cannot’. 
This results incontentmentwith easy-going standards, 
in conventionality, and in the ossification and deteri- 
oration of morals. And even in theory it is not reason- 
able to think of human moral capacity as though the 
actual conditions of human nature, the character of 
the world, its meaning and purpose, and the kind or 
degree of independence it allows, were all of no con- 
sequence. We are certainly not independent in the 
* See K. E. Kirk, Tie Threshold of Ethics, pp. 144 ff. 
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sense that, we can ignore reality without disaster, 
whether in morals or in anything else. Once again 
we have the position that ethical questions cannot be 
cut off from the questions ‘What are we?’ and ‘In 
what kind of world do we live?’ And ethics alone 
cannot answer those questions. Only if man may 
depend on a reality and a will greater than his own, 
which work with him and are reflected in his own 
conscience, will he be inspired and able to judge with 
an ever increasing and more penetrating conscien- 
tiousness. 

So long as a man thinks and tries to let as though 
his whole moral position is that he stands in isolated 
independence face to face with the demands of an 
abstract moral law, one of two results will occur, and 
neither is in the long run anything but fatal to deep 
and progressive moral character. If such a man’s con- 
ception of the moral law’s demands is moderate or 
low, or if his self-criticism in the light of the moral 
law (high or low) is superficial, his moral condition 
win take rank accordingly, and he wfll become more 
or less self-satisfied. ‘All these things have I kept.’ 
He win not easily be moved to add ‘What lack I yet ?’, 
and he will certainly not go on doing so indefinitely. 
If his conception of the moral law’s demands is pene- 
trating and his self-criticism rigorous he wiU feel 
keenly his inability to rise to what is demanded ; when 
in addition he realizes that his inability so to rise has 
been increased by his own past failures, he will find 
hims elf menaced by defeat leading to despair, unless 
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in self-defence he falls back to a moral level in which 
the contents of ‘I ought’ are determined by what 
‘I can’. So far from maintaining his moral indepen- 
dence and increasing it, he will become dependent 
on conventional standards . Both self-satisfaction and 
despair are self-centred. Not only do they rob moral 
life of that disinterestedness which is its finest grace 
and virtue,^ but they sap the very independence 
which is morally essential. It is only the indepen- 
dence which is born of dependence on a reality greater 
than self, which also ever calls and leads us on, which 
is the real life-principle of growth in man’s moral 
consciousness. Such dependence is not unethical be- 
cause the reality itself is not alien to, though it tran- 
scends, the moral conscience, and because it cannot be 
followed except by our own insight. The reason for 
dependence is the reason why we ought to be depen- 
dent, and in fact are so. The assistance of the grace 
of God, when religion is a personal relation to God, 
is no more immoral, though it is infinitely more all- 
embracing and effectual, than are the support and en- 
couragement in moral life which come through 
human personal and social relationships. For God’s 
grace is not something which moves and inclines our 
wills except through our willing consent. This depen- 
dence on the win and grace of God is in fact a relation 

• See further, and especially on the point that the life of 
worship alone guarantees humility and self-forgetfulness, K, E. 
Kirk’s Bampton Lectures on The Vision of God, ch. viii; the 
same author’s The Threshold of Ethics, ch. vi; and his Broadcast 
lecture in God and the World through Christian Eyes, second series. 
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which confers the needed freedom to do as we ought 
to do : it is a personal relation inclusive of God and 
man, never something arbitrarily imposed by God’s 
superior might or achieved by our blind submission. 
Thus it is that any separation of moral independence 
from religious dependence, as Dr. Oman says, divides 
a living reality in the interests of abstract explana- 
tions: the personal relation which religion is, and 
which is the unfailing succour of moral persons, then 
disappears. 

It is sometimes contended that the doctrine of 
Divine Providence is irreconcilable v^th the free 
scope of human wills which ethics requires. If God’s 
rule is the determining factor and is an almighty 
power, over against it man is impotent. This is a 
matter which concerns not only the relations of ethics 
and reUgion : it concerns religion itself. For if reli- 
gion is a personal relation to God, that relation can 
never be effected by the sheer unqualified power of 
God; whereas if it may only be effected by the con- 
straining power of love, that is no more at variance 
with human freedom than is the constraining power 
of the imperatives of moral demands. It is as indis- 
pensable to true freedom as true freedom is to it. 
Religion is not concerned to set up a conception of 
Divine Providence inconsistent with the personality 
which the same Providence has conferred upon His 
children. If God’s rule is the only ultimate constrain- 
ing power, it does not, if it be a rule of love, actualize 
itself among men except as they freely recognize and 
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accept it. It is not as an answer to a purely theoretical 
problem that it is affirmed that God shall be all in all : 
it is the affirmation of faith. To admit, in the realm 
of abstract theory, that God’s rule may never be uni- 
versally actualized does not inhibit the faith that it will 
be, and without which it cannot be if it is to remain a 
rule of love. 

Another alleged contradiction between ethics and 
religion is that whereas ethics, even in its most far- 
reaching ideals, confines attention to this world, reli- 
gion looks to a Beyond. Religion, it is said, thus tends 
to depreciate the present world and present experi- 
ence in a way which inevitably discourages whole- 
hearted dealing with them, even if it does not set up 
the ideal of a complete escape from the world. Moral 
striving, on the contrary, regards concern with any- 
thing which transcends this life as the chasing of a 
deceitful phantom. 

The religious man will reply that morality does not 
exhaust the whole life of the human spirit, and that the 
purely ethical inteqjretation of the world, though 
true, is not the complete truth. If man and the fashion 
of this world pass away, man must look to a Beyond 
if his moral values are not in the end to be fruidess. 
The sincerely moral and religious man does not look 
to a Beyond with a yearning inspired by any desire 
to escape from the present world and its duties : he 
does so because the present is not otherwise to be 
estimated aright. >X^t is of eternal and abiding 
worth to the soul is not to be won except by the sincere 
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and thorough use of and dealing with the present 
world of actual duties and opportunities, even though 
these are transient. The most far-seeing ethical ideals 
are not realized here, and to trim them to what is so 
realizable would be as disastrous to ethics as false to 
religious faith. It is precisely the contrast between the 
ethical ‘ought to be’ and the present ‘is’ which requires 
the Beyond if deep ethical insight is not impracticable 
and misleading dreaming; though religion may be 
already conscious of the reality of the Beyond in other 
ways and, pardy at least, on other grounds. 

We may conclude by considering briefly a contra- 
diction alleged to exist between the requirements of 
ethics and what has always been fundamental in and 
distinctive of Christianity — ^its doctrine of forgive- 
ness. This is held to be unethical because sin cannot be 
done away. Man must bear its weight or be weighed 
down by it: ethics cannot go beyond that position; 
and in any case, it is said, ‘there is, in principle, no in- 
capacity in man to be good due to his guUt’. To take 
away guilt is to violate freedom and therefore to vio- 
late personality, and is a greater evil than the bearing 
of guilt. Religion, it is said, regards sin not as guilt 
before the court of conscience and of ethical values, 
but as guilt before God. Hartmann goes so far as to 
say that an extreme form of the religious view could 
be popularly expressed thus : ‘Never mind what you 
do, let happen what will, if only you do not have to 
bear the gidlt, for before God guilt is the offence.’ 

Now whatever else is doubtiW, it is certain that for 
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ethical religion nothing would more imperatively 
demand penitence, without which forgiveness is im- 
possible, than the attitude described in the words just 
quoted. It is equally certain that responsibihty for 
our actions remains. That fact is perhaps the most 
certain ground of our continuous self-consciousness. 
Nor is any feature of the religious consciousness more 
striking than its imputation of wrong-doing to the 
self, though all its goodness may be ascribed to the 
grace of God. Further, for religion no less than for 
ethics, human life is largely what it is because the con- 
sequences of moral wrong-doing are what they are. 
Forgiveness is not directed to the cancelling of those 
consequences otherwise than by overcoming the 
wrongs of which they are the consequences. It is 
rather a Divine grace which enables man to accept 
the consequences in a new spirit, and thereby to rise 
above both the consequences and the sins. Unfor- 
given sin may have consequences which forgiveness 
will prevent, partly because the consequences of con- 
tinuing in an unforgiven state are cumulative, and 
partly because, in the state of forgiveness, the very 
results of sin may become further occasions of good- 
ness and of grace : in dealing with them aright, which 
forgiveness enables us to do, and in helping the infir- 
mities of others which may be partly the result of sin, 
good can be and is brought out of evil. It is only while 
man is yet untouched by forgiveness that he is con- 
cerned with evading the consequences of sin; and it 
is from such evasion and the further paralysing effects 
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theteof that it is the purpose of forgiveness to set him 
free. Forgiveness is no longer an outrage of the 
demand of the moral law that the punishing conse- 
quences of its violation must be borne, when forgive- 
ness is such that ‘the acceptance of it by the person 
forgiven does the office of punishment’. It is, as Dr. 
Webb says, not by the intention of the forgiver but 
through the awakened conscience of the person for- 
given that coals of fire are heaped upon his head. 

When it is said that ‘there is, in principle, no inca- 
pacity to be good’ due to man’s guilt, ‘in principle’ can 
only mean ‘in theory’. Inexperience ther^is no doubt 
that it is otherwise unless, indeed, the conception 
of guilt is superficial. Even to realize with sufficientiy 
penetrating insight what in the present is momUy de- 
manded of us is to realize that we cannot fulfil the 
moral law’s demands. And if, as cannot be doubted, 
we are even less able to fulfil them by reason of the 
cumulative effects of our past failures than we might 
otherwise have been, we are not only unprofitable 
servants now, and must for ever so remain : we must 
inevitably become more so. There is then not only 
no assurance of victory, but an actual menace of defeat 
which either hampers our efforts to a degree which 
results in an unethical self-centredness fatal to the at- 
tainment of the higher moral graces, or else drives us 
to seek relief and peace in moral insensitiveness and 
insincerity. Herein is our deep need. Forgiveness 
deals with it, not by a superficial condoning of our 
condition, or by any pretence that it is other than it 



ETHICS AND RELIGION i8i 

is, but by really making it something else. It does 
not work either impersonally or vmethically. It does 
not enable us to overcome evil as easily as we yield 
to it, but it confers an insight into our true place in 
God’s world and in His family, and so transforms 
our world into one in which, in fellowship with God, 
all things are possible which are consistent with 
righteousness and love. If the result is to free us from 
the domination of certain sins ‘which live only in the 
dark’ ti is by conscious insight into God’s gracious 
goodness and not by any kind of tmethical or sub- 
personal change in the self. Thus the ends of ethics 
are attained or rendered attainable as they can never 
be so long as our true condition is held to be simply 
a legal relation to an impersonal law or to impersonal 
values. Ethics, so conceived, is an abstraction from 
the reality of our position in the world and cannot 
confer the power by which alone its own demands 
can be fulfilled. This comes only with our restoration 
to our true relation to God as a personal Spirit and to 
our true place in the world and family of God ‘whom 
to serve is to reign’. 
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